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CURRENT TOPICS. 

WE print elsewhere an order of transfer of 30 actions from 
Mr. Justice Nortu, and 60 actions from Mr. Justice Srrrure, 
and 20 actions from Mr. Justice Romer to Mr. Justice Brryz 
for the purpose only of hearing or trial. 





THE APPOINTMENTS consequent on the lamented death of Lord 
Justice Currry will be received with general satisfaction. It is 
unnecessary to tell any lawyer of the brilliant ability of Mr. 
Justice Romer. His habit of swift arrival at a decision and 
dexterous shortening of argument might perhaps be thought 
not altogether adapted to a judge of Appeal; but on the other 
hand, it is to be remembered that though rapid in coming to a 
conclusion, his conclusions are usually right. So generally 
recognized, indeed, had this become, that it was high time he 
was elevated to the Appeal bench. Many practitioners must 
have heard the observation with regard to some decision of 
his on a doubtful point: “I do not agree with his view, 
but the question is doubtful, and the Court of Appeal will 
not reverse Romer’s judgment on such.a point.” This 
almost implicit confidence in his decisions is mainly due to the 
fact that during his judicial career he has obtained the highest 
reputation for sound common sense and absolute freedom from 
any kind of prejudice, prepossession, or crotchet. He never 
allows any “view” on any subject, any holy horror of any 
practices, or any distaste for any class of persons to bias his 
judgment. His decisions are invariably the utterances of a cool 
man of the world, blind to everything except the necessity of 
doing justice on the facts before him. This is surely a pre- 


eminent qualification for a judge of Appeal, and we anticipate 
for Lord Justice RoMERr a reputation in the Court of Appeal not 


less distinguished than that which he has won in the Chancery 
Division. 





Ir 1s creditable to the Lord Chancellor that he has not allowed 
political considerations to prevent the appointment as successor 
to Mr. Justice Romer of a man marked out, both by position 
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and by the universal consent of the bar, as best fitted for the 
judgeship. In Mr. Oozens-Harpy, Q.0., we may reasonably 
anticipate a judge of great ability and keen faculty in 
* @iscerning the right side of a case, combined with patience and 
courtesy and unusual experience and learning. A large propor- 
tion, indeed, of the decisions to which he will have to refer have 
been given in cases in which, during his career of thirty-five 
years at the bar, he has acted as advocate. We think it is 
matter of no small congratulation that the new judge is likely 
to keep up the high reputation hitherto enjoyed by the bench 
of the Chaney Division. 





THE DECISION of the Cour d’ Appel of Paris in the case of Graiier- 
Frey v. Daltroffis of great importance to the industrial com- 
munity. The net result is that the protection of industrial 
designs in France is dependent not only upon registration, but 
on the exploitation (by which the French courts now mean the 
manufacture and exposure for sale) of the products to which 
they are applied in French territory. As to the soundness 
of this decision in point of law, there would appear to be 
no room for doubt. Take the question as it affects ourselves— 
and in view of the approaching Paris Exhibition of 1900 its 
urgency cannot be denied—art. 10 of the Anglo-French Trade 
and Navigation Convention of 1882, and art. 3 of the Industrial 
Property Convention of 1883 confer on the subjects of the con- 
tracting states such protection only as native subjects enjoy. 
The duty of exploitation is one of the conditions precedent to the 
effective registration of designs hy French subjects resident in 
France, and, therefore, by the very terms of the Conventions, it 
rests on English subjects also. Similarly. to take a converse 
case, section 54 of our own Trade-Marks Act provides that if a 
registered design is used in manufacture in any foreign country 
and is not used in this country within six months of its registra- 
tion here, the copyright in the design shall cease. The French 
owner of a design registered in Great Britain would not be 
released from the obligation to use it in this country by the 
Conventions of 1882 and 1883. But, legal or illegal, the 
decision in Graiier-Frey v. Daltroff is an awkward one 
for us, and it is satisfactory to find—as we do, from a 
report which has just reached us by Mr. Tuomas Bancuay, 
legal adviser to, and president of, the British Chamber 
of Commerce at Paris—that there are compensating circum- 
stances. In the first place, the proprietors of English 
designs will get the benefit of the law of the 23rd of May, 1868, 
which isjto be re-enacted with the Exhibition of 1900, and which 
protects exhibitors during the Exhibition and for three months 
afterwards. In the second place, the French Government bas 
laid before the Chamber of Deputies a Bill which will enable 
the owners of English designs and models to protect them by 
@ specified registration, and which, in cases where exploitation 
was impossible, allows an allegation to this effect to be recorded 
in the certificate of registration for the decision of the courts if 
litigation arises. 


Tue pzatu of Mr. Leorowp Gzorcz Gorpon Rossins is a 
sad loss to Lincoln’s-inn. Being by descent partly an Ulster man 
and partly an Italian, he very happily combined the industry 
and everance of the one with the geniality of the other. 
He shewed a wide sympathy and active interest in all move- 
ments for increasing the social intercourse of members of the 
bar, and his business capacity was invaluable in giving practical 
effect to his sympathy. Formerly a prominent member of the 
Inns of Court Volunteers, he had latterly been largely instru- 
mental in the successful founding of the Chancery Bar Lodge of 
Freemasons, and was a freemason of long standing and high 
office. He was also an active member of the body of convey- 
ancers known as the Institute, and in the latter-day plague of 
slipshod and slang, his polished and amusing conversation made 

L addition to the dinners of that body and to the 
society of the common room, now so marked a feature 
In’s-inn life. He was an excellent Italian and 
scholar, and well versed in Italian law. His |-st 
vacation was spent in a nook in the Apennines. His 
, industry may be gauged by the fact that 
the last editions of Bythewood and Jarman’s 
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Precedents, Jarman on Wills, and Coote on Mortgages (the last 
of which now takes his name), and also wrote a separate treatise 
on the new Real Representative. He was for some time 
Examiner ,and afterwards, at the time of his death, Reader in 
Equity for the Council of Education, and will be much 
regretted by his colleagues and the students who attended his 
lectures. In addition, he was a hunter and a yachtsman; at one 
time president of the Hardwicke Society; and occasionally sat 
as a deputy county court judge. The loss of his active and 
kindly character will be deeply felt by a wide circle of friends 
and acquaintances. The readers of this journal have also cause 
to lament his death; his occasional contributions to these 
columns were marked by the industrious accuracy, caution, and 
learning which were characteristic of their writer. 





Bors iN popular opinion and in the eye of the law receivers 
of stolen property are worse than the actual thieves. This is 
only as it should be, for if there were no receivers there would 
be few thieves ; and so, whereas for larceny, even after previous 
convictions, the maximum pag is ten years’ penal servitude, 
a receiver may be sentenced to fourteen years on a first offence. 
It is, therefore, rather unfortunate in the cause of justice, that 
a person indicted for receiving should be entitled to an acquittal 
because the evidence shews that he himself stole the goods. Yet 
such is the law, as was held a few days ago by Mr. McConnEtL 
at the London Sessions, and it is not possible to argue 
against the correctness of his decision. At one time, a count 
for receiving could not properly be joined in one indictment with 
a count for larceny. It was, therefore, possible that a prisoner 
might be indicted for larceny and acquitted, because the jury 
considered he had received the goods and had not actually stolen 
them ; and that he might be tried on a separate indictment 
before another jury for receiving, and be acquitted because the 
second jury thought he had actually stolen them himself. To 
obviate this state of things, section 92 of the Larceny Act allows 
counts for receiving to be joined with counts for larceny, and in 
@ very great number of cases this is now done, In the recent 
case at the London Sessions, however, the grand jury ignored the 
eount for larceny, and only found a true bill against the prisoner 
on the count for receiving. He consequently had to be tried for 
receiving only, and it was found impossible to shew that any 
other person, known or unknown, other than the prisoner, had 
had anything to do with the stolen property, which was proved 
to have been in the prisoners’ possession soon after the owner 
had missed it. Now, the essence of the offence of receiving is 
that the prisoner knowingly receives the property from the 
actual thief, and it must therefore be proved that some other 

erson stole the goods. If it had been open to the jury, pro- 
ee they would have convicted the prisoner of larceny, but 
the grand jury had made this impossible, and so he was 
acquitted, and in the opinion of the judge a miscarriage of 
justice was the consequence. It is, of course, only proper as & 
rule that an accused person should know definitely the charge 
he has to meet, but in practice the facts necessary to be proved 
to establish larceny and receiving are almost the same, and, it is 
submitted, no injustice could be done by a change in the law 
allowing a person charged with receiving to be convicted on the 
— of larceny, for which the maximum punishment is 
ess. 





Tux case of Re Collinge’s Settled Estates (36 W. R. 264, L. R. 
86 Ch. Div. 56), which has since 1887 been a difficulty to con- 
veyancers, and the cause of much expense and delay, has at last 
been satisfactorily dealt with by the Oourt of Appeal. In that 
case, Norru, J., held that the tenant for life of an undivided 
share of land could not sell such share without the concurrence 
of the owners of the other undivided shares, and his lordship 
gave a number of apparently excellent reasons why “land” in 
the Settled Land Act, 1882, could not have been intended to 
mean an undivided share in land, and also to shew that when 
section 19 of that Act gave the tenant for life of an undivided 
share power to “join or concur for any purpose of the Act with 


any person entitled to or having power or right of disposition of 
or over another undivided share 
that he might join or concur if he 


it did not mean only or at all 
liked, but that he could not 
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act alone as to his undivided share, and must procure the 


eoncurrence of all the persons who collectively represented 
the rest of the property. Unfortunately, his lordship’s 
attention was not called to section 2, sub-section 10 (i), 
of the Settled Land Act, 1882, which expressly says that 
“land includes an undivided share in land”; and on that 
being pointed out to the Oourt of Appeal in the somewhat 
analogous case of Cooper v. Belsey, which came before them on 
the 14th inst., they unanimously decided that Re Collinge’s 
Settled Estates must no longer be accepted as an authority. In 
fact, it is curious that the case should have stood so long. The 
restricted meaning placed by Noxrs, J., on the words “join or 
concur” would render the provisions of section 27 of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, practically worthless, for that section similarly 
provides that the tenant for life ‘‘may join or concur with any 
other person interested in executing any improvement authorized 
by this Act,” and according to the limited meaning attached to 
these words by the learned judge, no tenant for life could execute 
apy improvement on the settled property without the concurrence 
of some other owner of some other land. The true view, no 
doubt, is that section 19 is only ancillary to, and does not in any 
way control, any of the powers given to a tenant for life by the 
earlier sections of the Act. This is in strict analogy to the 
powers vested in trustees, either impliedly, on the principle of 
fe Cooper and Allen’s Contract (L. R. 4 Ch. D. 802), or expressly, 
«s bv Lord Cranworth’s Act, the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and 
the Trustee Act, 1893, which authorized them “to sell or concur in 
selling”; or by the usual clauses of a settlement when it comprises, 
or may comprise, an undivided share. Indeed, the powers of a 
tenant for life in respect of an undivided share under the Settled 
Land Acts sre wider than those sometimes given by settlements, for 
they may be exercised either as to the undivided share alone, or 
with the concurrence of the owner or owners of another—i.¢., 
any other—undivided share (see section 19); whereas some at 
least of the recognized books of precedents expressly forbid 
rales or leases of undivided shares unless the owners of all the 
other shares concur. The reasoning and decision of Norrn, J., 
would, in fact, prevent a tenant for life of an undivided share 
from selling it to the co-owner, who would probably pay a higher 
price f.r it than anybody else would do. They would also enable 
an owner of land to practically evade all the provisions of the 
Settled Land Acts by leaving a small fraction of an estate un- 
eettled or limited to a co-owner whose interest it would be not 
to concur with the tenant for life of the remainder. From every 
point of view, the overruling of Re Collinge’s Settled Estates is 
satisfactory. 





Ir must be a very unusual thing, and it is certainly a strange 
one, for a man who is at liberty to apply to a court of justice to 
pass sentence upon himself for an offence. This was the case, 
however, in Rg. v. The Justices of the Central Criminal Court, 
heard recently before a Divisional Court. The applicant was 
committed for trial for libel in 1893, but he did not appear at 
the trial, and his recognizances were estreated. In 1896 he was 
arrested, tried at the Old Bailey, and convicted. Sentence, 
however, was respited, and the Home Secretary ordered an 
inquiry into the state of his mind. He was certified to be 
insane, and was removed to an asylum. mg ey however, 
he was conditionally discharged under the Home Secretary’s 
warrant, on his friends undertaking to look after him, and his 
own undertaking not to repeat his offence, and he has been 
at liberty for over a year. He now applied for a certiorari 
to remove all proceedings from the Central Criminal Court into 
the High Court in order that judgment might be passed upon 
him. Probably a certiorari has never been granted to remove 
an indictment after verdict and before judgment, where the 
proceedings up to verdict have been quite regular. Whether a 
certiorari will ever be granted under such circumstances, has, 
however, yet to be decided, as the judges in this case did not 
feel called upon to deal with this difficult question. The court 
held that in law the applicant continued to be a “ criminal 
lunatio,” and that there was no power to interfere with the 
jurisdiction of the Home Secretary in sucha matter. The whole 
position yan on the Oriminal Lunatics Act, 1884, which 
gives the Home Secretary power to issue a warrant directing a 





be there detained as a criminal lunatic “‘ until he ceases to be a 
criminal lunatic.” It is further provided by section 2 (2) that 
0 peogen shall canon. 0 be Sanaa lunatic”’ if he is remitted 
to prison or absolutely discharged, or if any term of _ 
servitude or imprisonment to which he may be subject 
mines.” It is clear, therefore, that in the recent case the 
applicant must remain in Jaw a criminal lunatic until he either 
is sentenced and serves his sentence, or obtains from the Home 
Secretary an absolute discharge. The Home Secretary, 
apparently, in his discretion, does not think proper to grant an 
absolute po vl and the applicant’s strange request to be 
sentenced was therefore an attempt to get his di 
behind the back of that high It would obviously 
most improper for the courts to interfere with the discretion of 
the Home Secretary in matters of lunacy. The Home Secretary 
acts on the best medical advice, and no doubt after careful 
investigation of facts. It would be almost impossible to bring 
the matter fully before the court on a motion for a certiorars, 
and the application was clearly one which no judge could 
entertain. 





Two Questions of some importance have recently been raised 
on section 14 (1) of the Finance Act, 1894. The section provides 
that in the case of property which does not pass to the executor 
as such, an amount equal to the proper rateable part of the 
estate duty may be recovered by the person who has paid the 
duty ‘‘from the person entitled to any sum charged on such 
property (whether as capital or as an annuity or otherwise) 
under a disposition not containing any express provision to the 
contrary.” Where estates have been devised subject to a 
charge of an annuity it is a question under this provision how 
the share of estate duty payable by the annuitant is to be 
calculated ; and where the annuity is given clear from deduction 
generally, but without express reference to estate duty, 
whether this is an “express provision to the contrary” so 
as to exempt the annuitant from payment of duty. Both poi 
have been before Kexewicu, J., in Re Lord Fitzhardinge and in 
Re Parker-Jervis (47 W. R. 147), and the former case has this 
week been affirmed by the Court of Appeal, though that court 
has dealt only with the question of deduction. In Re Parker. 
Jervis the annuity was created by a settlement made in 1861, 
and the annuitant was to receive £1,000 per annum as a jointure 
‘“‘ without avy deduction whatever, except in respect of income 
tax.” Kexewicn, J., held that the provision in the Finance 
Act was to be applied according to the natural meaning of these 
words, and that, since the sum was to be received without 
deduction, no charge against it could be made for estate 
duty; in other words, the phrase ‘‘express provision to the 
contrary’ is not restricted to provisions by which estate duty is 
specifically excluded. In Re Lord Fitshardinge the words 
employed called for a similar construction. The annuity was 
given ‘‘ free from all taxes and deductions, except ragey: tax 
and legacy or succession duty.” The Court of Appeal held that 
the annuity was to be received by the annuitant intact, save for 
the deduction of the specified taxes, and that it was to be 
received, therefore, free from any charge in respect of estate 
duty. How such charge is to be calculated where it is to be 
borne by the annuitant is a difficult question. The annuity 
must in any case be capitalized, and a share of the whole estate 
duty fixed according to the ratio which the capitalized value 
bears to the entire estate. But is the annuitant to pay the 
whole of the sum so apportioned, or is it sufficient if he pays 
the interest only, leaving the lump sum as & —- on the 
estate? In Re Parker-Jervis, Kexswion, J., took the latter 
view; in Re Lord Fitshardinge the Court of Appeal found it 
unnecessary to decide the point. For the present, therefore, the 
decision of Kexewicn, J., in favour of annuitants must be 
to govern the matter. 


E 





Tue Buu for ing money which has been 
introduced into the House of Lords by Lord Jascss or Hungronp 
depends, according: to the statement of the introducer, upon 
three points—every professional money-lender is to be 
and to carry on trade in his own name; a copy of the contract is 


' prisoner certified to be insane to be removed to an asylum and to to be given to the borrower; and where the rate of interest is 10 
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cent. per annum or more the contract is to be subject to 
review by the court. The practical question which arises at 
the outset is, what definition is to be given to the term 
“money lender.” It is essential to distinguish between 
ordinary commercial money-lending and the private money- 
lending which is responsible for the evils brought to light 
by the House of Commons Committee last year. According 
to the suggested definition clause the term ‘‘ professional money- 
lender ”’ is to include “ every person who carries on the business 
of money-lending, or advertises, or announces, or holds himself 
out in any way as carrying on that business, but shall not 
include any pawnbroker, or banker, or other person carrying on 
a commercial or general financial business in the course or con- 
duct of which he may lend money.” It would appear, therefore, 
that no person or company whose chief business is to lend 
money—other than pawnbrokers—will be safe from the proposed 
regulations, however far removed they may be from the ordinary 
money-lender. Probably the definition would be more useful if 
it aimed at defining, not the lender, but the object for which 
money is lent. Of the cases of money-lending in which 
hardship arises, by far the largest number occur where the 
money is lent for non-commercial purposes. It would be better 
if the definition adopted this test and exempted persons whose 
business it is to lend money for bond fide commercial purposes. 
The 10 per cent. limit smacks of the usury laws, but Lord 
James disclaimed any idea of re-enacting them. The object is 
to put borrower and lender as far as possible on equal terms. 
A contract which gives more than 10 per cent. in a case of 
private money-lending is primd facie oppressive, and the function 
of the court apparently is to see that the burden on the borrower 
is not altogether out of proportion to the benefit which he 
derives. The Bill, according to Lord Jamzs, proposes to give 
power to the court to review and go behind any contract with 
a money-lender, and to relieve the borrower where the burden 
of the contract he has undertaken is totally disproportionate to the 
amount of benefit he receives; where, in short, it is a hard and 
unconscionable bargain. It is not to be anticipated that the 
interference of the court would be frequent; but the possibility 
of it would doubtless tend to keep the demands of money-lenders 
within moderate bounds. 





THE apDRESss on the amendment of the Companies Acts 
delivered to the London Chamber of Commerce on Wednesday 
by Mr. C. J. Srzwanrt, late senior official receiver in wind- 
ing up, contained some useful remarks as to the appointment 
of directors. The mischief of the present position is, as 
he observed, that the appointment of the first directors 
lies with the promoter, and that their selection is by no 
means always determined by their business capacity. On 
the contrary, to use Mr. Stewart's words, the company too 
often starts with a directorate unskilled in business and bound 
hand and foot to the promoter. One way of dealing with this 
state of things is to make all appointments of directors 
provisional only until the statutory meeting, when the share- 
holders would either confirm them or choose new directors, 
Probably, however, it would be difficult at so early a stage to 
effect a radical change in the management of the compauy. 
With respect to audit and public examination of promoters 
and directors Mr. Srzwanr takes the official view. He asks for 
the registration of the balance-sheet with the auditor’s certificate 
attached, and he would discard the present restriction on 
examination. In lieu of the fraud which must now be alleged 
he proposes a variety of cases in which promoters and directors 
should be liable to undergo public examination: the non- 
disclosure of material facts in the prospectus, the presenting to 
meetings of false statements of accounts, the giving of undue 
preference to creditors, and continuing to trade when the 
directors are aware that the company is insolvent. It is stated 
that the House of Lords Committee are not going to take any 
further evidence, and that they are now deliberating on their 

. There is a prospect, therefore, of these matters reaching 
a settlement, but it is unlikely that the settlement will involve 
any great change of company law. A few acknowledged evils 
exist—notably, the use of debentures in connection with one- 
man companies—and these, of course, will be touched, but the 
only real safeguard for the investor lies in his own caution. 





Tre St. James’ Gazette of Monday last comments, apparently, 
with some surprise, on ‘“M.-Lovuset, a respectable country 
attorney,” being elevated to the position of President of the 
French Republic. Has our contemporary forgotten that in our 
own country for some time ‘‘a respectable country attorney ” 
was entrusted with the control of the affairs of the Empire of 
India and managed them to the satisfaction of everyone; or that 
“respectable attorneys,” some of whom began life as country 
attorneys, have been Presidents of the United States of America? 
Why should these facts excite any surprise? A ‘respectable 
country attorney” is usually accustomed to dealing with and 
controlling men, and negotiating matters of difficulty in which 
sound judgment and common sense are essential ; and unless he 
has the qualities necessary for these purposes, he cannot succeed 
in his profession. In reality the main requisites for the efficient 
control of the affairs of a nation differ only in degree from those 
which are needed in the everyday life of the ‘‘ respectable country 
attorney.” 





A VALUED correspondent draws our attention to the following 
interesting advertisements, which appeared in a recent issue of 
the Daily Telegraph :— 

TO PRIVATE CAPITALISTS and INVESTORS (Ladies or Gentle- 
men).—A gentleman, managing clerk to an eminent firm of London 
solicitors, has exceptional facilities for introducing business of a high-class 
financial character affording a splendid rate of interest, consistent with 
safety, for short or long periods.—Apply to ——. 


A BARRISTER is prepared (privately) to purchase REVERSIONS, 
Life Policies, and Kindred Securities. All business strictly confidential, 
and at bank rates of interest only. No fees whatsoever.—Address for 
interview, Barrister, ——. 








SALES UNDER THE SETTLED LAND ACTS WHERE 
THE REMAINDERMAN HAS MORTGAGED HIS 
ESTATE. 


Tue judgment of the Master of the Rolls and Lord Justice 
Curry in the recent case of Re Mundy and Roper’s Contract (43 
Soxicrrors’ Journat, 151, 152) contains the following important 
expression of opinion upon a vexed question—namely, To what 
extent is a tenant for life enabled, by an exercise of the powers 
of sale and conveyance given by the Settled Land Act, 1882, to 
displace any mortgages, made by any persons entitled under the 
settlement, of their estates or interests for securing money 
actually raised ? 

The judgment says: ‘‘The 20th section of the Act of 1882 
has been so often stated that it is unnecessary to set it forth 
again. The deed of conveyance by the tenant for life is 
effectual to pass the land conveyed ‘ discharged from all limita- 
tions, powers, and provisions of the settlement, and from all 
estates, interests, and charges subsisting or to arise thereunder, 
but subject to and with the exception of (i.) all estates, interests, 
and charges having priority to the settlement ; and (ii.) allsuch 
other, if any, estates, interests, and charges as have been con- 
veyed or created for securing money actually raised at 
the date of the deed.’ The third exception is for present 
purposes altogether immaterial. The second is important, as 
shewing an express restriction on the power of the tenant for 
life. We find in it a principle. Mortgagees who have actually 
lent their money on tne security of the land are regarded as 
strangers to the settlement, and are not to have the security 
which they bargained for on the land itself transferred to the 
purchase-money at the will of the tenant for life. The same 
principle is maintained in the third sub-section of section 50 in 
favour of an assignee for value of the estate or interest of the 
tenant for life.” ° 

It has always appeared to the writer that the words of 
the second exception above mentioned necessarily include all 
estates conveyed or created by any person entitled under the 
settlement by way of mortgage of his or her estate or 
interest under the settlement, whether the mortgagor be the 
tenant for life himself, or entitled in priority to or in remainder 


) after him. And in a work published not long after the com- 
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mencement of the Settled Land Act, 1882, the writer pointed out 
that every purchaser of land from a tenant for life under this 
Act is liable to be prejudiced by a mortgage made by a 
remainderman to secure money actually raised befvre the date 
of the completion of the purchase by conveyance (Conveyancing 
Statutes, 324). Such authority as there is up»n the question 
goes to confirm this opinion. Thus, in Re Sebright’s Settled 
Estates (83 Ch. D. 429, 438), Norru, J., observed with regard to 
the words of exception (ii.) to section 20 of the Settled Land Act, 
1882, “I think the words include all estates created subsequently 
to the settlement for the purpose of securing money, and that 
they therefore include a mortgage of his life interest made by 
the tenant for life for the purpose of raising money. Therefore 
the conveyance by the tenant for life under the 20th section can 
only pass the estates subject to any charge by mortgage or 
otherwise of his life estate which has been made by the tenant 
for life forthe purpose of raising money. Under these circum- 
stances it appears to me that the tenant for life can only convey 
under the Act so as not to affect the charges on the estate, includ- 
ing those charges orincumbrances which have been created by him- 
self.” It is true that in Cardigan v. Curzon Howe (40 Ch. D. 338, 
342), Currry, J., is reported to doubt whether he should concur in 
this opinion of Norrx, J. But it is to be observed that Currry, 
J., said that ‘‘ Mr, Justice Norra appears to have come to the 
conclusion that the conveyance of the tenant for life would clear 
off all estates and interests created subsequently to the 
settlement for the purposes of securing money.” That is, 
Curry, J., by some strange mistake, represented that Norra, 
J., said the exact contrary of what he did say. Curry, J., 
seems therefore to have been really of the same opinion as 
Nortu, J. Currry, J., observed, however, that it might be open 
to reconsideration whether the exception in section 20, sub-section 
2 (ii.) is anything more than an exception out of the words 
‘‘estates, interests, and charges subsisting or to arise thereunder,” 
that is, under the settlement, which the tenant for life is 
empowered to displace by his conveyance. But there is a great 
obstacle to adopting this view in the fact that the first exception 
of ‘‘all estates, interests, and charges having priority to the 
settlement ’”’ cannot possibly be treated as an exception from all 
estates, &c., subsisting under the settlement, and the words of 
the second exception are entirely general. Besides, Currry, J., 
took the point that a mortgage by tenant for life and remainder- 
man would not be a charge which subsists or arises under the 
settlement, and so could not in any case be overridden by the 
tenant for life’s conveyance. 

Eminent conveyancers have, however, taken a different view 
of the effect of section 20 (2 (ii.) ) of the Act. Thusin 1 Key & 
Elphinstone Prec, Con. 506 (4th ed.), 461 (5th ed.), the following 
opinion is expressed: ‘‘A doubt has been suggested upon the 
words ‘subject to all such estates and charges as have been 
conveyed or created for securing money actually raised,’ as to 
whether the conveyance would not be subject to a mortgage 
created by a remainderman on his estate (the case of an in- 
cumbrance by the tenant for life on his life estate being 
expressly provided for by section 50). But this construction, 
which would render the Act unworkable, and would involve the 
absurdity that the estate of a purchaser from the remainderman 
would be overridden by the conveyance (Wheelwright v. Walker, 
28 Ch. Div. 752), while that of a mortgagee would not, is not 
regarded in practice as tenable, and does not appear to be 
legitimate: see section 50 (3), which seems to imply that, but 
for that provision, the conveyance of the tenant for life would 
override a mortgage of his life estate, and, pari ratione, a mort- 
gage by a remainderman. It seems that the above words of 
exception should be read as controlled by those which precede, 
so that the estates and charges excepted are only those created 
or conveyed under the “limitations, powers, or provisions” of 
the settlement, ¢¢., securities for money charged by the settle- 
ment itself, or under the trusts of terms or powers contained in 
it. It will be observed that a term created by the settlement 
for raising money, ¢g., to pay debts, although preceding the 
estate of the tenant for life, would be overridden by the 
conveyance.” 

The following observations are respectfully submitted with 
regard to this opinion: First, it entirely ignores the judicial 
opinions above quoted. Secondly, it appears idle to call it an 


absurdity that the tenant for life should be enabled to displace 

the estate of a purchaser but not of a mortgagee from the 
remainderman, when the difference is suggested by the express 
words and apparent policy of the Act. Thirdly, even if the con- 
struction suggested were adopted, there remains the difficulty 
suggested by Currry, J., that a mortgage by a remainderman 
of his estate is not an estate, interest, or charge subsisting or 
arising under the settlement, and if not, the tenant for life has 
no power to displace it. Fourthly, if a particular construction 
would render the Act unworkable, that may be a good reason 
why the court should, if possible, endeavour to avoid it; but, 
where that construction is the natural result of the express words 
of the Act, read according to their usual meaning, it is scarcely 
in accordance with the traditions of conveyancing practice to 
advise in a matter involving title, and in the absence of any 
decision of the point, that that construction can safely be rejected. 
And fifthly, it is submitted that the contention that the case of 
mortgages by the tenant for life of his estate is solely dealt with 
by section 50 cannot stand. That section appears to aim chiefly 
at preserving the life tenant’s powers under the Act where he 
bas made an absolute assignment of his estate ; with the proviso 
that such powers shall not be exercised so as to prejudice the 
rights of an assignee for value, whose estate, if absolute, the 
tenant for life would otherwise have had power to convey. 
There is nothing in section 50 inconsistent with the construc- 
tion that section 20 (2 (ii.)) disables the tenant for life from 
conveying the estate of his mortgagee. 

Mr. Wo tsTEnHOLME states (Conveyancing, &c., Acts (7th ed.), 
321) that the principle of Wheelwright v. Walker (23 Ch. D. 752), 
which decided that an absolute conveyance by the remainderman 
may be overridden by an exercise of the power given by the 
Settled Land Act, applies to a mortgage by the remainderman. 
But he also takes no notice of the judicial opinions cited above, 
and passes over the fact that a difference between absolute 
conveyances and mortgages by parties entitled under the settle- 
ment is suggested by the express words of the Act. 

Now we , ome it laid down in the Court of Appeal that the 
principle of the Act is that ‘‘ mortgagees who have actually lent 
their money on the security of the land are regarded as strangers 
to the settlement, and are not to have the security which they 
bargained for on the land itself transferred to the purchase- 
money at the will of the tenant for life.” This opinion was 
pronounced with respect to a term taking effect in remainder 
after the life-tenant’s estate and limited to trustees to raise 
portions. A mortgage by such trustees is simply a mortgage of 
\ their legal estate or interest under the settlement ; and, as far as 
the writer is aware, it is never contended that a tenant for life 
can convey the settled land discharged from such a mortgage. 
But in what way does such a mortgage differ from a mortgage 
by a tenant for life or remainderman of his estate? Can we not 
say, as suggested by Curry, J., with respect to a mortgage by 
tenant for life and remainderman, that the term limited to 
trustees for portions is an estate or interest re 
or arising under the settlement, but a mortgage 
that term is not? And are not the words of section 20 
(2 (ii.)), taken in their ordinary sense, equally applicable 
to mortgages by tenant for life or remainderman of his 
estate as to mortgages by trustees to raise portions of their 
term? Besides, if we adopt the suggestion made in Key & 
Elphinstone, that the estates, &c., conveyed for securing money 
actually raised are merely exceptions from the estates, &o., 
subsisting or to arise under the settlement, which the tenant 
for life is empowered to displace, we are in this dilemma: A 
mortgage by the remainderman of his estate is either part of 
‘the settlement ” as defined in section 2 (1) of the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, or it is not. If it is, the estate thereby created is 
an estate subsisting or to arise under ‘‘the settlement” but 
conveyed or created for securing money actually raised. That 
is, it cannot, even on the theory propounded in Key & Elphin- 
stone, be overridden by the conveyance of the tenant for life. 
And if the mortgagee’s estate is not in any sense an estate 
subsisting or to arise under “ the settlement,” then the words of 
the enabling part of section 20 (2) of the Act do not empower 
the tenant for life to convey the settled land there- 
from. 

The writer has no doubt that, if the question should be 
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brought before the court, the judges would struggle to avid 
i the conveyance of the tenant for life under the 
Settled Land Acts does not override ys oy by the re- 
mainderman. His doubt is whether the judges will not find 
the express words of the Act too stubborn to be overcome. It 
is, at all events, submitted that the expression of opinion quoted 
from Re Mundy and Roper’s Contract shews that it is legitimate 
to take into consideration the view opposed to that of Mr. 
WotsTenHOLME and the editors of Key & Elphinstone. As 
tenants for life conveying under the Settled Land Act do not 
usually give covenants for title extending to or indemnifying 
against the acts of remaindermen, it is not apparent what remedy 
& purchaser would have if he should be held to take subject 
to all granted by the remainderman. This alone, it 
is thought, is a sufficient reason for using caution ia accepting 
the view which seems hitherto to have prevailed in the pro- 
feesion. And the question concerns not only purchasers from 
the tenant for life, but the mortgagees of remaindermen. For if 
the estate of such mortgagees is not displaced by the tenant for 
life’s conveyance on a sale under the Settled Land Acts, their 
security is not transferred to the purchase-money and the invest- 
mente thereof. So that if they should be obliged to enforce their 
security, they would have no claim to attach such investments, 
but could only sue to establish their lien upon the land itself in 
the hands of the purchaser. T. Cyprian WILLIAMs. 








REVIEWS. 
MAGISTRATES’ LAW. 


SronEs’ Justices’ MANUAL; BEING THE YEARLY JUSTICES’ PRac- 
TICE FOR 1899. A GUIDE TO THE ORDINARY DUTIES OF A 
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE, WITH TABLE OF STATUTES, TABLE OF 
Cases, APPENDIX OF ForMS, AND TABLE OF PUNISHMENTS. 
THIRTY-FIRST EDITION. Edited by GzorcEe B. Kennett, Esq., 
Solicitor, Town Cierk (late Clerk to the Justices) of Norwich. 
Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


‘As far as we can discover, no other legal text-book has ever before 
reached a thirty-first edition. In fact it is not easy to name a dozen 
books which have seen even half the number of editions which 
** Stone” has achieved. General criticism of a book of which such a 
statement can be made seems superfluous and almost presumptuous. 
To everyone whose duties take him often into courts of summary 
jurisdiction, “ Stone’”’ is indispensable; and everything within its 
 —rapssaa limits is to be found therein that can fairly be expected. 

pew edition differs from the last merely in being carefully brought 
up to date by the incorporation of the statutes passed, and the 
cases decided, during the year 1898, The changes in the law during 
that year were, however, unusually important and wumerous. Thus 
the revolution brought about by the Criminal Evidence Act has to be 
dealt with, and the Vagrancy Act, the Vaccination Act, the 
Inebriates Act, and other Acts have to be noticed. These matters are 
treated with care and accuracy, and the alterations in the text of the 
book seem to be correctly made. 

We are not able, however, to speak so highly of the care with 
which the tables of statutes and cases have been revised. 
Thus, in the table of statutes the Buil Act, 1898, and the 
Marriage Act, 1898, are not given, though both these statutes 
are dealt with in the text; and the Vagrancy Act, 1898, 
appears in the same table as c. 31 of 61 & 62 Vict., whereas 
it is c. 39. in, turning to the recent case of Reg. v. Sharman, Ex 
parte Denton (1898, 1 Q. B. 578, 46 W. R, 367), in the table of cases, 
we are referred to pp. 647 and 690, but no mention of the case 
appears on either of those pages. We may also remark with regard 
to another recent case, Reg. v. Bowman, that it is reported in the 
Law Reports (1898, 1 Q. B. 578), but this reference is not given at 
p. 725 of the text, where the case is noticed. 

Valasble comments and suggestions are often met with in this book, 
which are made apparently on the authority of the editor himself 
alone. Thus, in dealing with the question, which has been frequently 
discussed, whether justices can require applicants under the notorious 
conscience clause of the Vaccination Act to give their evidence on 
oath, it is pointed out that if the justices refuse to hear the application 
unless the evidence is given on oath, probably a mandamus would lie 
ageinst them; but there is nothing to prevent the justices from 
refusing to be satisficd with any oiher evidence, and their discretion 
would uot be interfered with. 


Tue MAGISTRATES’ ANNUAL PRACTICE, 1899. Brtnc A CoMPEN- 
DIUM OF THE LAW AND Practice RELATING TO Matrers Occupy- 
ING THE ATTENTION OF COURTS OF SUMMARY JURISDICTION. 





WITH AN APPENDIX OF STATUTES AND RULEs, List oF PuNISH- 


MENTS, Drary FoR MaaisrratTEs, &c. By CHARLES MILNER 

Atkinson, M,A, and LL.M. (Cantab.), of the Inaer Temple, 

Stipendiary Magistrate for the City of Leeds. Stevens & Sons 

(Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

This book has now reached a fourth edition, and in spite of formid- 
able competition, has become well established as an authority on 
matters within the jurisdiction of courts of summary jurisdiction. 
This success seems fully deserved, for it is a very handy book, well 
arranged, clearly written, and reliable. As we have pointed out 
before, there are some few matters which are conspicuous by their 
absence from the book, but the country practitioner will rarely fail to 
find in it what he requires. The new edition has been carefully 
revised and all the recent decisions of importance seem to be noticed. 

As to the statutory provisions passed in 1898 which affect. this 
branch of the law, most of them are adequately given. We observe, 
however, that one of such provisions has apparently escaped the 
author’s notice. A new offence, punishable summarily and on 
indictment, was created by the Elementary School Teachers (Super- 
annuation) Act, 1898. By section 10 of that Act if any person, by 
personating anyone entitled under the Act to a pension, or by other 
fraudulent means, obtains any annuity or allowance payable under 
the Act, such person is liable to two years’ imprisonment on convic- 
tion or indictment, and to six months’ imprisonment or a fine of £25 
on summary conviction, 

In one respect the fourth edition is inferior to the third. This 
book has always been, and still is, remarkable for its good type and 
the clearness and excellence of the printing. In the new edition, 
however, the lines are much closer together than formerly, so that 
more lines appear on each page. This has to some extent spoiled the 
appearance of the book, though it has reduced its bulk by almost a 
hundred pages. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
THE MEDIANA. No. 1. 15th Feb. 


ApMIRALTY —Damace sy CoLiision—Loss or Use or Licarsurep— 
ReEmMoreNness oF DAMAGE. 


This was an appeal from an order of Phill:more, J., sitting in Admiralty. 
The action was brought by the Mersey Docks and Harbour Board, as the 
owners of The Comet lightship, against the owners of the steamship Mediana, 
for damage by coijision. Zhe Comet was one of six lightships owned by 
the Mersey Docks and Harbour Board, who were charged by Act of Parlia- 
ment with the duty of lighting the approaches to the Kiver Mersey. There 
were four stations to be lighted, and four ligntships were always in use. 
A fifth lightship was kept tor the purpose of taking the place of one of the 
others as they came in trom time to time to be overhauled. And a sixth 
was kept moored in the River Mersey in reserve, ready to take the place 
of any other light-hip that might be ed by collision. Tne 
collision in question took place on the 23ra of April, 1898, and in 
consequence thereof Zhe Comet sank. Thereupon The Orion, which 
was the sixth lightship kept in reserve, was towed out to take the 
place of The Cimet, and she remained there for seventy-four days 
while Zhe Comet was undergoing neces-ary repairs. Tne defendants 
admitted liability for the damage occasioned by the collision, and the 
action was referred to the Admiralty District Registrar to assess the 
damages. The defendants did not dispute the first seven items of the 
claim, which covered all the actual out-of-pocket expenses to which the 
Mersey Docks and Harbour Board had been put by the substitu:ion of 
The Orion for The Comet, but tuey disputed the eighth item, which was a 
claim for £310 16s. in respect of the loss of the use of The Comet duriao 
the seventy-four days that she was under repair. The registrar allow 
tunis sum, but Phillimore, J., reversed his decision. The plaintiffs 
appealed. It was argued on their behalf that this case was governed 
by the decision of the House of Lords in the case of The Greta 
Holme (1897, A. C. 596). That case was tried before the President at 
the same time with the case of Zhe Emerald. Toe present plaintiffs 
were also the plaintiffs in both of those actions; in The Emerald they 
claimed for the loss of the use of a lightship in consequence of a 
collision, and in The Greta Holme for the loss of the use of a dredger. The 
President decided against the claim in each case. In tne case of The 
Greta Holme there was an appeal ; the Court of Appeal affirmed the decision 
of the President, but the House of Lords reversed it, allowing the claim. 
It must be admitted that this case was identical with The Emerald, in which 
the judgment of the President was unchallenged ; neither.jn that case nor 
in this did the plaintiffs suffer any taugible loss from the loss of the use 
of the lig tship, tnough the annual cost of maintaining a sixth ligitship 
was £1,000. Waoereas in The Greta Holme they did suffer some lors 
though not a pecuniary loss—viz., the 1 ss of dredging work. But the 
judgme.t of the House of Lords in The Greta Holme covered this vase, or 
it was a broad decision that, wherever the owner of a chattel was deprived 
of it by a wrougdoer, that deprivation gave him a right to substantial 
damag+s although he had not suffered thereb tan 

Tne Oovrr (A. L. Surrn and Cots, LJd) allow 


the appeal, on the 
ground that the case was governed by The Greta Holme, and they restored 


ble loss. 
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the order of the registrar allowing the claim.—Oovunszi, Carver, Q.C., 
Aspinall, Q.C., and Maurice Hill; Pyke Q.C., Horridge, and H. Stuart Moore. 
Soxicrrors, A. 7. Squarey ; Hill, Dickinson, ¢ Co. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucess, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN THE GUARDIANS OF THE 
ROCHDALE UNION AND THE GUARDIANS OF THE HASLINGDEN 
UNION. No.1. 20th Feb. 


Locat GovgsRNMENT—ALTERATION OF Poor Law Union—TRansrer oF 
Part to AnoTrHER Union—ApsusTmentT OF Proprrtry, Dents, or 
Lianriitres—Locat Government Act, 1894 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 73), 
ss. 36, 68. 


Appeal from the judgment of the Divisional Court (Ridley and Channell, 
JJ.) upon a case stated by an arbitrator (reported in 1898, 2 Q. B. 206). 
Prior to 1894 the township of Spotland was one of the townships comprised 
in the Rochdale Union, and the townsbip of Newchurch was one of the 
townsbips comprised in the Haslingden Union. By an order of the county 
council of the county of Lancaster, dated the 28tn of June, 1894, a portion 
of the township of Spotland, being the portion included in the borough 
of Bacup, was, in pursuance of the Local Government Acts, 1888 and 
1894, amalgamated with a portion of the township of Newchurch, 
which formed the remainder of the borough of | Foal so as to 
form one township or parish for poor law purposes coincident in 
area with such borough by the name of the township of Bacup. By an 
order of the same date made by the joint committee duly appointed by 
the said county council and the councils of certain boroughs, the portion 
of the new township of B:cup, which was formerly a part of the township 
of Spotland, was detached from the Rochdale Union, and the whole of 
Bacup was included in, and became part of, Haslingden Union, and it 
was provided that section 68 of the Local Government Act, 1894, should 
apply for the purposes of avy adjustment which might be required in 
consequence of the provisions of such order, subject to the proviso that the 
arbitrator, in any adjustment between the Haslingden and Rochdale 
Unions, should have regard to the large amount of workhouse accommoda- 
tion there provided by the Rochdale Union, and to all otber special circum- 
stances of such last-mentioned union. These two orders were confirmed by 
the Local Government Board. The guardians of the Rochdale Union subse- 
quently desired that there should be an arbitration and an adjustment in 
respect of the financial relations between the two unions, altered by the 
transfer of a valuable area, and gave notice to the Haslingden Union that, by 
reason of the detachment of the part of the township of Spotland from their 
union, they had suffered a serious loss, and an adjustment by arbitration 
was demanded. At the arbitration the Rochdale guardians contended, 
inter alia, that the amount of the outstanding loans charged upon their 
common fund, the exceptional] number of paupers requiring relief in the 
Rochdale Union by reason of the density of the population and the situa- 
tion of the town of Rochdale, the comparative absence of pauperism from 
the transferred portion of the township of Spotland, the large workhouse 
accommodation provided by the Rochdale Union, the loss of all contribu- 
tion from the transferred portion of the township of Spotland towards the 
expenses of the Rochdale Union, and the increase in the rates leviable in 
the remainder of the Rochdale Union by reason of such transfer, were 
matters in respect of which the arbitrator bad power to award an adjust- 
ment between the two unions. The arbitrator decided that none of these 
matters were matters for adjustment, and he accordingly declined to receive 
evidence or to make an adjustment, and ordered that each should 
pay their own costs of the arbitration. The Divisional Court beld that an 
adjustment was required under section 68 of the Local Government Act, 
1894, and referred the matter back to the arbitrator. The Haslingden 
Union appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Russett or Krttowen, C.J., A. L. Smrra and Cotxrs, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Russzi1i or Krttowen, C.J, said that two objections were taken 
in answer to the claim of the Rochdale Union for an adjustment. First, 
it was said that, if there was any ground for adjustment at all, the adjust- 
ment could not be between the two uni ns, but between the Rochdale 
Union and the separated portion of Spotland. It seemed to him impossi- 
ble to give effect to that contention. Section 68 contemplated an 
agreement between the parties, and that there should be two 
legal entities capable of agreeing, and it was impossible to suppose 
that it intended the adjustment to be between this small portion 
of Spotland and the union. The adjustment would therefore be 
between the two unions. Secondly, it was said that this was not 
a case for adjustment at all. Section 36 of the Act of 1894 dealt 
with alterations of areas and boundaries. The court must consider what 
—— the Legislature had made for the consequences of carrying out 

e orders as to areas and boundaries contemplated by section 36. It 
was conceded that there were in section 36 a number of cases which, might 
require an adjustment, and that section 68 would apply to such ca-es. 
But in section 36, sub-section 6, there was ph cecnigeas: dealing with the 
delimitation of the boundaries of poor law unions, and rection 68 seemed 
to him to apply just as strongly to such a delimitation as to the other 
cases to which it admittedly applied. It was not necessary to say 
whether the language of section B8 applied in its entirety to each case 
in section 36. Probably the whole of that language might not 
so apply. But did it not apply to the present cave? The 
complaint of the Rochdale guardians was that the Haslingden Union 
had gained a valuable ra'eable area with a correspondingly slight burden 
of maiutaining the paupers coming from that area. They therefore said 
that the Rochdale Union had been pecuniarily prejudiced by the transfer, 
and that there ought to be an adjustment. In his opinion that view was 
correct. As regards the heads of adjustment claimed, his lordship would 





nob them all, but would say generally that the arbitrater 
vail ba entitled to take into consideration the obligation as to the. 
maintenance of the paupers from which the Rochdale Union had been: 
relieved, the loss in respect of the rates formerly leviable by thet union 
in the transferred area, and the consequent gain to the Haslingden Union, 
and the arbitrator would say how far the Rochdale Union had been 
pecuniarily damnified by the transfer. 

A. L. Surrs and Corus, L.JJ., concurred.—Cornset, Maemorran, Q.O., 
and C. A. Russell, Q.C.; Brynmor Jones, Q.C., and A. Glen. Soticrrors, 
Robbins, Billings, § Co., for T. H. Townsend, Rawtenstall; Bower, Cotton, § 
Bower. 

[Reported by W. F. Banry, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re WREXHAM, MOLD, AND CONNAH’S QUAY RAILWAY CO. No. 2. 
25th Jan. and 16th Feb. 


Ram.way Oomepany—Borrowine Powrers—Interest ON Desenturr Srock 
—Overprawn Banxrne Account—Svuprocarion. 


Appeal of the North and South Wales Bank from Romer, J. (reported 
47 W. R. 172). The Wrexham, &c., Railway Co. had power by their Act 
of 1883 to create and issue debenture +tock to the extent of £175 000 by A 
stock, £175,000 by B stock, and by a further Act of 1888 to the extent of 
£145,000 by C stock. The A stock had priority both in principal and 
interest over the B and O stocks, and the B stock had a similar priority over 
the O stock. In July, 1897, the borrowing powers of the railway company 
being exhausted, they applied to their bankers, the North and South 
Wales Bank, for an overdraft with which to pay the interest then due on 
the debenture stocks. A sum of £9,672 was thus advanced, of which 
£3,850 was used for the payment of interest on the A debenture stock. 
In August, 1897, the Great Central Railway Co. obtained judgment 
against the Wrexham Co. for a sum of £59,128, and on a petition under 
the Railway Companies Act, 1867, obtained an order for the appoiut- 
ment ofa receiver. The current account of the Wrexham Co. was dis- 
continued by the receiver ou the 5th of November. 1897, when the debt 
due to the bank amounted to £7,601. Tne bank cla med to be entitl-d to 
be subrogated to the rights of the debenture stockh. lders, first of all, to 
the full extent of the £9,672 which they had psid to the debenture stock- 
holders, in priority to 4 payment to be made by the receiver to the 
debenture stockholders. mer, J., disallowed this claim on the Ist of 
November. The bsnk then claimed to be subrogated to the extent of the 
£3,850 paid by them to the A stockholders, and to be entitled to payment 
out of any lus in the receiver’s hands in priority to any payment to 
the Band C shareholders. Romer, J., disallowed this claim also. The 
bank appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, M.R., and Riegpy and Vavenan Wiuams, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Feb. 16.—Tve following written judgments were delivered. 

Liyptey, M.R.—Agreemg as I do with Romer, J., and with the judg: 
ments which my brothers have prepared, and woich I have read, [ should 
say nothing more if it were not that I think I ought to express my dissent 
from the observations of Fry, L.J., on which tne appellants base their 
contention. The decision of the court in Baroness Wenlock v. River Dee Co. 
(35 W. R. 822, 19 Q. B. D. 155) was quite right, and the judgment in it 
is very valuable. Fry, L.J., who delivered it, was the last person to shut 
his eyes and not get at the real facts and sub-tance of any case before him. 
But in dealing with that case the Lord Justice (p. 165) that ‘* the 
court closes its eyes to the true facts of thecase.’’ I cannot help thinking 
that this is incorrect. A F por cr wg against borrowing more than a given 
sum is only, in reality and substance, disobeyed when an obligation to pay 
more than that sum is contracted. Oourts of equity have always loo 
into the facts to see whether the prohibition has been really disobeyed or 
not. If it is disobeyed, and to the extent to which it is disobeyed, the 
prohibition is enforced. But if the facts, when ascertained, shew that in 
truth it has not been disobeyed, an advance of money is treated as not 

robibited, although it may at first sight appear to be so, because it is 
yond the altel iabenh The application of the money borrowed shews 
whether the obligations of the borrowing company have been increased or 
not, and the extent, if any, to which they have been increased So far as 
such money has been applied in discharging debts or liabilities which could 
be cnforsal against the company, the prohibition st borrowing does 
not apply to it, and the courts have so decided. e subrogation theory 
hen, eon. tend seceunne to. i euler to account for the decisions 
ultimately arrived at; but the theory was really not wanted in order 
to justify them. It was, however, adequate for the purposes for which 
it was used, and as applied to the cases before the courts it led to just 
results. But, if logically followed out in other cases, it leads to conse- 
quences not only not foreseen by those who had recourse to it, but to 
results so startling that I cannot accept the theory as sound. There is no 
decision yet in which it has been PE so as to defeat any innocent 
per-on, nor so as to place the lender in a better p»itim than he would 
have been in if his loan had not been prohibited. But that would be the 
result in this case if we adopted that th and pushed it to its logical 
consequences, as the ap ts contended we ought. The Legislature 
(30 & 31 Vict. c. 127, s. 26) has recognized and partially acted upon the 
true principle in enacting that money borrowed and applied in paying off 
exi statutory mortgages or bonds shall, so far as the same is so 
applied, be deemed money borrowed within and not in excess of its 
statutory powers. This priaciple obviously cannot in reason be confined 
to statutory bonds or mortgages; and courts of equity have a 
ta, 


the principle, and have not contined its application within arbitrary | 

but line enforced it more widely than the Legislature, in order to prevent 
great injustice. They have done so, however, not by closing their eyes to 
| the real facts and acting on a fiction, but by diligently ascertaining the 
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real truth and by attending to the real substance of each case. Even if 
the fiction of subrogation were correct, the maxim Jn jictione juris semper 
existit equitas would prevent its application to this case. 

Riesy, L.J.—The only questions arising on the present appeal are as 
to the right of the North and South Wales Bank to rank in priority to 
the claim for interest of the debenture stockholders of the railway 
compavy, or some of them, in respect of payments of past interest on 
debenture stock already paid by the bank at a time when the railway 
company had exhausted its borrowing powers. There are three classes of 
debenture stock, A, B, and OC, all charged on the undertaking of the 
company, but ranking thus in order of priority—first A, second B, and 

ird C. Under a judgment creditor's petition, presented in pursuance of 
the Railway Companies Act of 1867, a receiver has been appointed; and 
by the Act it is provided, section 4, that all moneys received by him after 
due provision for the working expenses of the railway and other proper 
outgoings of the undertaking are to be applied and distributed, under the 
direction of the court, in payment of the debts of the company, and other- 
wise according to the rights and priorities of the persons for the time being 
interested therein. Subject to the claim of the bank, the debenture stock- 
holders are without question entitled according to their priorities, inter se, to 
be paid, in preference to all other claimants, the interest now due to them, 
and there is sufficient in the receiver's hands to ratisfy the whole 
interest payable on stock of class A, and part, but only part, of that pay- 
able on stock of class B. The bank claim, first, to have priority in respect 
of all their advances which have been applied in payment of interest or 
debenture stock over all interest payable in respect of debenture stock ; 
or, secondly, priority in respect of all advances applied in payment of 
interest on stock of class A over interest payable in respect of classes B 
and C; and similarly as between classes B and C for priority so far over 
interest on class C for advances applied in payment of interest on class B. 
The claim in each case is rested on a supposed subrogation and right to 
stand in the place of, and with the right to the securities and priorities of, 
the creditors paid off; and this is the only claim which I propose to deal 
with. Ido not think that any right of subrogation to the securities or 
priorities of creditors paid off out of moneys borrowed in excess of borrow- 
ing powers has ever been allowed or can be justified in principle. I will 
first deal with the authorities cited before us. I put aside the German 
Mining Co.’s case (4 De G. M. & G. 19) as being a decision only on the 
ordinary partnership rights of directors and shareholders in an unlimited 
company in the special circumstances arising in that case, and found as 
facts by Knight Bruce, L.J. With regard to all the following cases it is 
no doubt the fact that expressions pointing to some sort of subrogation or 
other are used by the learned judges in delivering judgment; but it is 
necessary to examine closely what was actually decided in the different cases. 
[His lordship then considered and explained the following cases: Re Cork 
and Youghal Railway Co. (18 W. R. 26, L. R. 4 Ch. App. 748), Cunliffe, 
Brooks, § Co. v. Blackburn Building Society (33 W. R. 309, 9 App. Cas. 857), 
Walton v. Edge (33 W. R. 417, 10 App. Cas. 33), and Baroness Wenlock v. River 
Dee Co. (ubi supra) ; he concluded as follows :] Ithinkthat the great preponder- 
ance of authority shews that the doctrine of subrogation has very little, if 
anything at all, to do with the equity really enforced in the cases, and that 
there 1s, at any rate, no authority for any subrogation to the securities or 
priorities of the creditors paid off. Dealing with this case independently 
of the authorities, I see no reason why the parties to an illegal lending 
should have anything more than bare justice dealt out to them, and this 
they get if they are allowed, as they have hitherto been allowed, to have 
that portion of the advance actually expended in payment of debts of the 
company treated as a valid advance. If the advance had been within the 
borrowing powers of the company, the bank could have had noright to the 
securities or priorities of the creditors paid off. It seems to me that it 
would be unjust to other creditors that a fiction should be invented for 
the of making an invalid loan more valuable than a valid one. 
I entirely agree with what Romer, J., has raid about the unsatisfactory way 
in which such a doctrine as is contended for by the appellants would work 
in practice, and do not consider it necessary here to repeat it. 

Vaveuan Wriiams, L J., read a judgment to the same effect. Appeal 
dismi+sed.—CotnseL. Neville, Q.C., Methold, and Danckwerts; Frederick 
Thompson ; Theobald, Q.C.; R. J. Parker; and Mark Romer. So.icrtors, 
Roweliffes, Rawle, & Co., for Hill, Dickinson, & Co., Liverpool; Field, Roscoe, 
$ Co., for Evan, Morris, & Co., Wrexham; Sharp, Parker, & Co., for Alsop, 
Stevens, Harvey, & Crooks, Liverpool; Norris, Allens, & Chapman, for J. B. 
Pollitt, Manchester; Cunliffes & Davenport, for Rk. B. Lingard-Monk, 


Manchester. 
[Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re ADAMS AND PEREY’S CONTRACT. Stirling, J. 11th Jan. and 
16th Feb. 

Wi—Reat Estrate—Cuarce or Denrs—Devise or att Tesrator’s 

—Powsn To Seir—Loxup Sr. Luonauvs’ Act (22 & 23 Vicr. 

c. 35), #. 14. 

This was a summons taken out under the Vendor and Purchaser Act by 
the vendors asking for 4 declaration that they a« trustees of the will of 
Alexander Penprare had power to sell aud could make a good ti'le to the 
veal estate devi-ed by the said will and give good receipts tor the purchase- 

thereof to the pur-haser. The testator, by his will, dated the 21st of 
March, 1566, appomted hi-+ wife, Teress Penprase, role executrix, and 
directed tis just debts, fun ral and tertameniary exponses, tu be paid as 
s00n as couveniently might be after bie death, and after certain sec ific and 
pecuniary bequests, gave, devised, and bequeathed all tre residue of his real 
and personal estate to trustees upon trust, as to his freehold estate to pay 








to or it his said wife to receive the rents and profits thereof during 
her life and after her decease upon trust to pay or permit 
his niece Eliza Adams to receive the same for her separate use 
during her life. And after the death of the survivor of his said wife and 
nieve he directed his trustees to pay to William Adams and Ellen Clara 
Kingcome, and each or such one of them as should be then living, the 
legacy of £150, and the testator declared that his trustees should, after 
payment of the said sums of £150 and £150, stand possessed of his said 
real estate and the residue of his personal estate in trust for all and every 
the child and children of his niece Eliza Adams, with a gift over in default 
of such issue. The testator died on the 22nd of August, 1869, and his will 
was proved by the widow, the sole executrix. The widow died on the 18th 
of June, 1881, and Eliza Adams, the second tenant for life, died on the 
2nd of March, 1898. On the 17th of May, 1898, the trustees put the 
testator’s real estate up for sale by public auction, under conditions, of 
which the last was as follows: ‘‘ The vendors are the trustees of the will 
of the said Alexander Penprase, and sell under powers conferred on them 
by virtue thereof, and the concurrence of persons beueficially interested in 
the purchase-money or property shall not berequired.”” The way in which 
the trustees proposed to make a title was under Lord St. Leonards’ Act 
(22 & 23 Vict. c. 35), s. 14. 

Srirtinc, J.—For the existence of the power conferred by Lord St. 
Leonards’ Act two things are essential—first, there should be a charge of 
the real estate with debts or payments of legacies; secondly, the real 
estate so charged should be devised to the trustees for the whole of the 
testator's estate or interest therein. Now, are both of these requirements 
satisfied here? First, is there a charge of debts or legacies? There is a 
direction to pay debts and funeral and testamentary expenses. Then 
there is a gift of specific chattels and pecuniary legacies. Then the 
testator proceeds to give the rest and residue of his real and personal 
estate to the trustees. That, on the principle of Greville v. Brown (7 W.R. 
673, 7H. L. C. 689), isa charge of debts and legacies. But I further 
think that, though the language of the will creates some difficulty, there is 
also a charge of the two legacies of £150 which are directed to be paid 
after the death of the two~ tenants for life. I come to the con- 
clusion, therefore that the first of the two elements does exist in 
this instance. Now, the question is whether the testator has, in 
the language of the Act, devised the estate so charged to his trustees for 
all his estate and interest therein. Here the testator purports to devise all 
the residue and remainder of his estate to his trustees, their heirs, 
executors, and administrators ; it does not follow that the trustees took all 
the legal estate. It has been established by a long series of decisions that 
trustees only take such an estate as is sufficient to enable them to carry 
out the trusts imposed on them. Now, here there is only a general direc- 
tion as to payment of debts and legacies without stating by whom it is to 
be carried into effect. These trustees are not named as executors, and are 
not expressly directed to pay debts and legacies which became payable on 
the testator’s death. It seems to me that in these circumstances it cannot 
be inferred that the existence of a charge operates to give them the legal 
estate. As regards the reversionary legacies, however, the charge, which I 
hold exists, is accompanied by an express direction for payment of these 
legacies, and in my judgment that direction carries the legal estate to the 
trustees after the death of the tenants forlife. Further, the second tenant 
for life took her life estate for her separate use, and it is well established 
that in these circumstances the legal estate during the life of the second tenant 
for life would vest in the trustees. The question, therefore, is whether the 
trustees took thelegal estate during thelife of thefirst tenant forlife. Thelan- 
guage of the will is that the trustees shall pay or permit the testator’s wife 
to receive the rents and profits during her life, and according to the decision 
in Doe v. Biggs (2 Taunton 109) that would prima fasie take away the legal 
estate during her life. It was, however, contended that the doctrine laid 
down in Harton v. Harton (7 T. R. 652), and recently recognized in Foxwel/ 
v. Van Grutten (46 W. R. 426; 1897, A. C. 658), applies so as to vest the 
legal estate in the trustees from the testator’s death. Now, in Forwell v. 
Van Grutten the trustees were required to take the legal estate during the 
minorities of the testator’s children. It was also clear that the trustees 
mu-t take the legal e-tate after their death. The question arose as to the 
intermediate legal estate. The House of Lords held that if the legal 
estate was once in the trustees the mtermediate legal estate was also in 
them. That does not apply here, because the question is whether 
during the life of the first tenant for life the legal estate is 
in the trustees. I think, therefore, I must follow the law, which 
is well established. The words of the gift in favour of the wife in 
this will are to be construed as passing the legal estate to the wife unless 
we can find something directing that a different person should take the 
estate. I cannot find anything here. The testator has appointed his wile 
sole executrix, and has not imposed any duty on the trustees during her life. 
‘Lherefore the rule in Doe v. Bolton (11 A. & E. 188) must prevail as he has not 
devised the estate to his trustees for his whole estate and interest therein. 
In my judgment, therefore, a good title cannot be made by the vendors as 
trustees.—Counsz., Upjohn, Q.0., and Manby ; Jenkins, Q.0., and Badcock. 
Soricrtors, Wedlake, Letts, & Wedlake, for Saunders § Sibley, Plymouta ; 


J. Jobson. 
[Reported by J. I. Srintixa, Barnster-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 

REG. v. JUSTICES OF MANCHESTER. Div. Court. 13th Feb. 
Crown Ovrice—Crnrtionant—Licensinc—Cexrtiricate To Hop Beernovuse 
Licence—Brernovuse Act, 1840 (3 & 4 Vicr. c. 61), 8. 1. 

A rule nisi for a certivrari had been obtained to quash a certificate for a 
licence to sell beer to be consumed on the premises, No, 60, Oannon-street, 
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Manchester, granted to John Robinson by the Licensing Committee o 
Manchester and confirmed by the whole of the justices of the borough 
at an adjourned meeting of the General Annual Meeting 


Section 1 of the Beerhouse Act, 1840, provides that “no licence to sell 
beer or cider by retail,’’ under the Beerhouse Act, ‘‘shall be granted to 
any m who shall not be the real resident holder and occupier of the 
dw -house in which he shall apply to be licensed.’’ Section 2 provides 
that persons applying for a licence to sell beer or cider by retail shall 
produce to the excise officer a certificate from an overseer of the township, 
arish, or ye in which he resides certifying that he is the real resident 
older and occupier of the house. This section was repealed by the 

Wine and Beerhouses Act, 1869, section 5 of which provides that 
certificates shall be granted by justices assembled at the general 
annual licensing meeting or at some adjournment of such meeting. 
John Robinson occupied the premises, No. 60, Cannon-street, but it was 
admitted that he did not sleep there. He used the premises as a 
restaurant, and was present upon them from 8 a.m. till 8 p.m. on every 
day on which the premises were open, conducting and managing the 
business. At other times the premises were closed and uninhabited. The 
justices held that sleeping on the premises was not requisite to constitute 
the applicant the real resident holder and occupier, and granted the 
certificate. A rule nisi for a mandamus had also been obtained against the 
justices ordering them to shew cause why they should not hear and 
determine the application of John Robinson for a certificate according to 
law. It was contended on behalf of the justices that certiorari did not lie 
because the justices sitting for the purpose of granting new licences were 
not a court: Boulter v. Justices of Kent (1897, A. O. 556), Reg. v. Cotham 
(1898, 1 Q. B. 808), and Reg. v Sharman (1898, 1 Q. B. 578); and that, 
assuming the justices were a court, and that there was power to quash a 
licence, there was no power to quash a certificate. It was also contended 
that as the application had already been heard and determined by the 
justices, a mandamus could not now issue to them to hear and determine. In 
support of the rule for a certiorari, it was contended that the justices were 
wrong in holding that sleeping at the premises was not requisite, and that 
assuming that certiorari did not apply against the licensing justices, it, at 
any rate, applied against the confirming authority, because section 43 of 
the Licensing Act, 1872, gave that authority power to award costs, and to 
hear ‘“‘ parties,’’ shewing that in confirming licences and certificates they 
were acting in a judicial character. In support of the rule for a 
mandamus, Reg. v. Cotham and Reg. v. De Rutzen and Others (1 Q. B. D. 55) 
were cited. 

Tue Court (Lawrance and Cuannzg11, JJ.) made both rules absolute. 

Lawrance, J., said that the statute of 1840 required that the holder of 
an excise licence should be certified to be the resident occupier of the 
premises. That was to say, that he must be one who slept there. The 
applicant did not sleep on the premises. The magistrates said that 
that was unnecessary, but he thought they were wrong in so holding. 

CHANNELL, J., said the applicant was not a person who was, in his 
opinion, entitled to have a certificate, and in giving him a certificate the 
justices exceeded their jurisdiction. It was clear that the justices could 
not give themselves jurisdiction by an erroneous decision either of fact or 
of law. That being so, it seemed a matter of course that the certificates 
should be brought up to be quashed unless it was a case in which certiorari 
did not apply. Certiorari was obviously a convenient manner of dealing 
with the matter. If the certificate were not quashed the person holding 
it and acting under it would be liable to penalties, or it might be thought 
by some that the certificate was good until it was quashed. They 
were bound by the decisions in Boulter v. Justices of Kent and Reg. v. 
Sharman, but Mr. Avory had — out a section in the Licensing 
Act, 1872, which applied to this case and distinguished it from those 
authorities. Lord Herschell, in Boulter v. The Justices of Kent, pointed out 
that, in proceedings for the granting of licences, there were, strictly 
speaking, no parties, because the decision whether or not a licence should 
be granted was merely a decision whether or not the granting of the 
licence would, or would not, be for the public benefit. Mr. Avory pointed 
out that by section 43 of the Act referred to certain persons were allowed 
to appear before the confirming authority to oppose the grant of a new 
licence, and that ‘‘ the confirming authority may award such costs as they 
deem just to the party who shall succeed in the proceedings before them.”’ 
This provision made the proceeding before the confirming authority one 
in respect of which they could issue a certwrari. As to the mandamus, he 
had felt a difficulty which had not been altogether removed, but he was 
unable to distinguish the case from Reg. v. Cotham.—CounszEL, C. W. 
Mathews and Travers Humphreys; Avory and Llewelyn Williams. Sortcrrors, 
Bower, Cotton, § Bower, for J. H. Boardman, Manchester ; Lloyd-George, 
Roberts, § Co., for Batty, Ford, § Buckley, Manchester. 

[Reported by C. G. Witsranam, Barrister-at-Law. ] 

LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL v. DIXON. Div. Court. 15th Feb. 
Lonpon County Councrr—Buiipines—CommencineG TO Form or Lay Ovr a 
Srreet—Lonpon Buriprne Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vier. c. cox), s. 8. 

This case involved a question as to what constitutes ‘‘ commencing 
to form or lay out a street’’ within the meaning put upon that 
phrase by section 8 of the London Building Act, 1894. An informa- 
tion was laid before a metropolitan police-magistrate against John 
Dixon, the respondent, charging him that he, in May, 1898, at Sand- 
hurst-road, did commence to form a street for i trafiic leading 
out of Sandhurst-road without having obtained the sanction of the 
county council, contrary to the London Building Act, 1894. Section 7 of 
that Act enacts that before any person commences to form or lay out any 
street he shall make an application to the county council for their sanc- 
tion to the formation or laying out of such street. Section 8 provides, in 
relation to section 7, that ‘‘a person shall be deemed to commence to form 





or lay out a street if he erect a fence or other boundary or 
of kerbing or level the surface of the ground so as to define 
e 


such manner and in such position as that such house will or may become 
one of three or more houses abu on 

a street is intended to be or may be or 
Provided that no m shall be deemed to commence to form or 
lay out a street if he do any of the acts in this section mentioned 
for some other purpose than that of forming or laying out a street.” 
Sandhurst-road was a new street laid out upon property belonging to A. 
Cameron Corbett. Prior to May, 1898, a row of houses had been erected in 
Sandhurst-road. In that month the respondent commenced the erection 
of six shops upon land bought from Oorbett. The shops were erected 
with a frontage to Sandhurst-road, and upon the same side of it as the row 
of houses already referred to. A space of 40 ft., as is required by the Act 
for a carriage-way, was left between the last of the houses and the first of 
the shops. This space was what was alleged to be the street commenced 
by the respondent. The shop at the corner of the alleged street had a 
doorway atthe angle, anda shop window and other windows of the house over 
the shop looked into the all street. There was also a So into 
the alleged street at a distance of 10 ft. or 12 ft. from the ourst-road, 
and five coach-houses and stables were erected at the back of the premises, 
the only access to which for horses and carriages was by an entrance 80 ft. 
down the alleged street. The alleged street was the property of Corbett, 
and a certain portion of it was used as a cart track communi 

with certain brickfields situated at the end of the alleged street, 
which was about 90 ft. in length. There was no evidence that 
Corbett had entered into any agreement with the respondent that the 
space forming the alleged street should be left open, but the alleged 
street was marked on the estate plan of Corbett’s estate as “‘ proposed 
street,” and m plans sent by the respondent with an application 
to the local authority to sanction the scheme of drainage of the shops 
the alleged street was described as a ‘‘new road.”” Nothing had been 
done by the respondent to form or lay out the alleged street except the 
building of the shops and stables. The requirement of section 7 was not 
complied with. The magistrate found as a fact that, in the circumstances, 
a new street for carriage traffic had been commenced to be formed and 
laid out, but he held that, though the respondent undoubtedly erected the 
shops in the expectation that the space would be a new street, yet be did 
not commence to form it, on the ground that he had no control of the 
roadway of the alleged street. It was submitted on behalf of the appellants 
that the respondent laid the foundations of the corner shop in such a 
manner and in such a position as that it might become one of three or more 
houses abutting on land on which a street might thereafter be laid out or 
formed. It was contended that whether he did so or not was a question 
of fact: St. George's Local Board v. Ballard, (1895, 1 Q. B. 702) ; and that, 
it having been found by the magistrate that a street had been commenced, 
it was clear that the mdent was the only person who could have 
done it. On behalf of the respondent it was contended that he did not 
commence to lay out or form a street, in support of which Gozzett v. Maldon 
Urban Sanitary Authority (1894, 1 Q. B. 327) was cited, and that if 
he did so commence to lay a street he was saved by the proviso. 

Tue Court (Lawrance and Caannext, JJ.) dismissed the 

Lawrance, J., said that what the magistrate meant to say was that the 
respondent came within the proviso, and he was justified in so holding. 
The respondent built his shops and stables under the expectation that a 
new street would be formed, and that the owner of the land would obtain 
the necessary sanction, but all he had got at the time was a right of way 
over the alleged street to his stables. 

CuanneLl, J., said that the section was framed in the broadest way, 
and without the proviso it would include cases which created an obvious 
absurdity, because any house built upon anyland might at some time orother 
become one of three or more other houses abutting upon land on which a 
street might at some time be laid out or formed. But the proviso sayed 
the section from this vagueness. A man might be said to do acts fora 
purpose other than that of forming or laying out a street within the meaning 
of the proviso when he did them for a pea ae patton gl » " 
when, knowing that some other apa might houses near him, 
built his house so that it would be equally suitable whether the adjacent 
land were ultimately turned into a street or the contrary. In this case the 
respondent had obtained his land on such terms that he was entitled to a 
right of way to his stables, but, knowing that the land over which the 
right of way passed was likely to become a street, he eo built his house as 
to be suitable in that eventuality.—OounsgL, cory and Deldy; R. C 
Glen. Soxrcrrorns, Blazland ; Shaliess. 

[Reported by C. G. Wipranam, Barrister-at-Law.)} 


LANCASHIRE ASYLUMS BOARD +. MANCHESTER CORPORATION. 
Div. Court. 27th and 28th Jan., and 18th Feb. 


Loca Government—Asyitums Boarp— Basis cron waicn Esrmarep 
AnnvaL Exrsnsss Snovutp ne CatcuLcatsp anp Aprportrronsp—Counry 
anp Country Boroverns—“ Assgssantes Vaive™ —Locat GoveaxMent 
Acr, 1888, s. 33—AcarroviruraL Rares Act, 1896, ss. 1-6, 9. 

Special case. The question raised in this case was whether d the 
continuance of the Agricultural Rates Act, 1896, the Lancashire ums 
Board ought to diviae the amount yearly required to be raised for their 

urposes in proportion to the rateable value of the county and the county 

a a Local Government Act, 1888, s. 33, or in 
proportion to the value of the same as ascertained by the 
Agricultural Rates Act, 1896, and the yy tee of the Local Govera- 
ment Board issued under that Act. By Lancashire County — 


Asylums and other Powers) Act, 1891, a board was constituted 
Lancashire Asylums Board, to which were transferred the lunatic asylums 
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expenses incurred by the said board were to be 
paid out of the “‘Asylums Fand.” Section 24 dealt with the rai 
of this fund and directed that the board should estimate the to 
uired to be raised by contributions for the e.suing year 
and should divide that amount between the county and the county boroughs 
mais por to the respective rateable values (as ascertained under 
ion 33 of the Local Government Act, 1888).of the county and the 
poor Aan and should add to the amount apportioned a sum to be 
fixed by agreement or arbitration. The amount so apportioned, together 
with the added sum, should be the aggregate amount required to be con- 
tributed by the county boroughs, and should be contributed by them 
ee, in proportion to their respective rateable values ascertained by 
their rateable value under the Act of 1888; the balance of the amount 
required to be raised by the board to be contributed by the county council. 
From 1891 to 1896 the amounts required to be contributed were calculated 
upon the respective value of the county and county boroughs, and the 
asylums board sent precepts to the county council and the borough 
councils for payment of the amount to be raised by each respectively. It 


= 


by the authorities and to divide the total amount required in accordance 
with those values. But by the passing of the Agricuitural Rates Act, 
1896, a different set of circumstances was constituted, out of which arose 
the question now for decision. For the asylums board it was argued that 
it was now their duty to take as the basis of the division to be made by 
the “‘ assessable value ’’ of the county and county boroughs as a 
by the Rating Act, 1896, in place of the rateable values as calculated under 
the Local Government Act, 1888. For the corporation it was contended 
that these assessable values had no operation except for the levying of 
and that, as the asylums board was not an autnority levying rates, 
ought to base their calculations on the ‘‘ rateable values,’’ found as 
were before the passing of the Rating Act, 1896, which, as they con- 
ed, operated upon the amount so apportioned to each council after it 
‘was 60 apportioned and not before. The importance of the dispute arose 
in this way: If the contention of the asylums board was right the amount 
found as due from the borough councils must be largely increased in com- 
parison with that left to be raised by the county, while, on the other hand, 
the boroughs, which for the most part contuined little agricultural land, 
would receive but a small annual grant from the Local Government Board. 
Since the Act of 1896 came into operation the county rate basis had been 
altered accordingly by the authorities, and the asylums board had mad 
their calculations upon the new basis. Cur. adv. vult. ° 
The considered judgment of the Covrr (Bruce and Riptey, JJ.) was 
delivered by 
Ruvizy, J.—The question was whether the Lancashire Asylums Board 
in estimating the amount required by them annually from the county of 
ire and the county boroughs therein should divide it between 
them in rtion (1) to their assessable value under the Agricultural 
Rates Act, 1896, or (2) according to their rateable value before that Act, 
and the court held that question (1) should be answered in the affirmative 
and question (2) in the negative. It seemed perfectly clear that the 
statute of 1896 and the <e moconee carrying it into effect were intended to 
be comprehensive during the period of its continuance in operation. The 
new valuation lists and new county rate basis were to take the place of the 
former ones in all respects. It was true that the precise position and 
duties of the asylums board was not dealt with by the 1896 Act, but the 
court could not, therefore, exclude it from an Act of so general an inten- 
tion. No doubt the construction so placed on the Act was favourable to 
agricultural lands. Whether it amounted to applying the Act twice was 
@ question of words. They found in that circumstance no reason why it 
should not have its plain meaning. Their judgment, therefore, must be 
for the plaintiff board, with costs.—CounseL, Cripps, Q.C., F. H. Mellor, 
and R. Cunningham Gien ; Macmorran,Q.C.,and Ryde. So.icrrors, Ridsdale 
| a eh C. Hulton, Preston ; Austin ¢ Austin, for Deputy Town Clerk, 
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[Reported by Exsxixz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


REG. 2. JUSTICES OF THE CENTRAL CRIMINAL COURT AND 
BOULTON. £z parte COLLINS. Div. Court. 16tn Feb. 


Camanan Luxatics Acr, 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 64), s. 2 (1)—Convicrion 
rok Lisst—Isaumy as TO NTAL ConpitTion—Home SxecreTany— 
Retease From Asyitm on ConpiTrions— APPLICATION THAT SENTENCE 
SHOULD BE Passep axp Cxuarce Disposep or—Ru.e ror CerTiorarni—No 
Jumispicrion since Proceepixes 1x Court BeLow were Not IRREGULAR. 


In this case 4 rule nisi had been obtained by Louis Collins calling upon 
the justices of the Central Criminal Court to shew cause why a writ of 
certiorari should not issue to remove into the High Court a certain indict- 
ment against him for writing and publishing a defamatory libel concerning 
. George Boulton, a solicitor, with all gs therein, which same 
indictment was tried at the sessions in September, 1896. At the trial at 
the Central Criminal Court the jury convicted Coilins, but said tuey 

that an inquiry should be instituted as to the condition of his 

Mr. Commissioner Kerr agreed in the suggestion, with the result 

that the Home Secretary had an inquiry made and upon the report to him 
he ordered that Collins should be sent to Colney Hatch. Pending these 
proceedings, the case at the Old Bailey was respited from session to 
session and no sentence had been pasted on the applicant in accord- 
ance with the ing of the jury. Collins remainea at Colney Hatch 
ovember, 1896, to June, 1897, when the Home Secretsry, acting 
nm bim by the Criminal Lunatics Act, 1834, ordered 

should be released upon the usual undertaking of his friends 

to look after bim. Collins then applied at the Old Bailey that sentence 
might be passed upon him so that the charge against him might be 
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application was refused, and the present rule 





obtained. For the t it was submitted that this was a case where 
the discretion of the court wight rightly be exercised, and that there was 
ample jurisdiction to make the rule absolute. 

e Court (Lawrance and Cuannet, JJ.) held that the rule must be 

i ine ‘ — Soltine = wan. made a nae fe o— —_ do 
not upon it. ins, when the report as to his mental condition 
was ~ under the control of the Home Secretary. He had 
been conditionally released, but whilst the condition existed the matter 
continued to be hung up, for the jurisdiction of the Home Secretary 
—which that court had no power to review—still continued, and Collins 
was as much in his control as if he were in a lunatic asylum. There was 
only jurisdiction to remove into the High Oourt cases where there had 
been some irregularity in the proceedings in the court below. In the 
present case the proceedings had been perfectly properly suspended. 
The applicant became, and still was, a criminal lunatic. His oniy com- 
plaint was that he had not received sentence. That was the whole of his 
grievance, and it was no ground for making this rule for a certiorari 
absolute. Even if the court had jurisdiction to deal with a case heard at 
sessions before sentence was passed—which question of law they declined 
to give any opinion on—such jurisdiction would be discretionary. Rule 
discharged, with costs. 

[H. Sutton attended on behalf of the Home Secretary as amicus curie and 
said that he did not ask for costs.]—Counsgt, FE. P. Sarsfield; Gill, Q U., 
and Arthur Gill. Soxicrrors, Morris § Rickards; Wontner § Sons; The 
Treasury Solicitor. 

[Reported by Exsxine Rew, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REG. v. DR. TRISTRAM (Judge of the Consistory Court of London). 
Div. Court. 17th Feb. 


EcciestasticaL LAw—Buriats—Removat or Bopies Buritep in ConsEcRATED 
Grounp—Licence or Home Secretany—Facutty—APPLICATION TO OPEN 
Corrix—Ciration To Cemerery Company—Paroutnition —Buriats Act, 
1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 81), 8. 25. 


Tn this case a rule nisi had been obtained by the London Cemetery Oo., 
the owners of the North London Cemetery at Highgate, for a writ 
of prohibition against the judge of the Ovnsistory Court of London 
to prohibit him from further proceeding upon a citation issued to the 
directors, proprietors, and the secretary of the London Cemetery Oo., 
or from issuing any process against them, in the proceedings for a licence 
or faculty prayed for by Anna Maria Druce and Sidney George Druce, for 
the purpose of binding the directors, &c., by any orders or directions in- 
serted or to be inserted in the faculty and from in any way entertaining 
the determination or decision of the necrssity of a licence from the 
Home Secretary pursuant to section 25 of the Burials Act, 1857. 
On the 25th of June, 1898, an action was commenced in the Probate 
Division by Anna Maria Druce and Sidney George Druce for revocation of 
the probate of the will of Thomas Charles Druce, deceased, and a petition 
was filed in the Consistory Court for a faculty to open a vault in the 
consecrated portion of the North London Cemetery, in order to ascertain 
whether a certain coffin contained the remains of Thomas Charles Druce. 
The surviving executor of the will of Thomas Charles Druce, and certain of 
his children and descendants, intervened. On the 25th of November the 
judge of the Oonsistory Court delivered judgment, and decreed a faculty 
to issue after the expiration of fifteen days unless the interveners in the 
meantime appealed to the Court of Arches, the terms of the faculty to be 
settled by the registrar. He held further that it was not neces- 
sary for the petitioners to obtain a licence from the Home Secretary 
to enable them to act on the faculty. On the 9th of December 
the interveners abandoned the appeal to the Court of Arches. 
On the 14th of December the judge of the Consistory Oourt issued a 
citation to tne directors, proprietors, and the secretary of the London 
Cemetery Co. to appear to shew cause why the court should not, in 
pursuance of its decree of the 25th of November, insert in the faculty 
to be issued by the court an order on the directors, proprietors, and 
the secretary, as custodians of the consecrated ground in which the 
vault was situated, to ex-cute the directions contained in the faculty, 
and to admit such cfficer as the Probate Court might direct to attend 
the execution of the faculty. The citation was served on the 16th 
of December. The Cemetery Co. thereupon obtained this rule. Some 
years after the alleged burial of Toomas Ubarles Druce, the remains 
of Annie Maria Druce, his wife, were placed in the vault above 
the coffin which was said to contain the remains of Thomas Charles 
Druce, and it appeared that it would be impossible to inspect the last- 
mentioned coffin without removing the co of Annie Maria Druce. 
Section 25 of the Burials Act, 1857, provides as follows: ‘‘ Except in the 
case where a body is removed from one consecrated place of burial to 
another by faculty granted by the Ordinary for that purpose, it shall not 
be lawful to remove any body, or the remains of any body which may 
have been interrea in any place of burial, without licence under the hand 
of one of Her Majesty’s principal Secretaries of State, and with such 
precautions as such Secretary of State may prescribe as the condition of 
such licence; and any person who shall remove any such body or 
remains contrary to this enactment, or who shall neglect to observe 
the precautions prescribed as the condition of the licence for removal 

on summary conviction before any two justices of the peace, 
forfeit and pay for every such offence a sum not exceeding £10.’ 
It was contended by the Solicitor-General on behalf of the Home Secretary, 
that the licence of the Home Secretary was necessary for opening the vault 
and removing the body for the purpose of examination, tne only exception 
to this section being the case where there was a removal of a body from 
one consecrated piace of burial to another. It was contended by counsel 
shewing cause against the rule that it had been the long established 
practice of the Consistory Court to issue citations to the custodians of burial- 
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grounds and to insert orders in faculties granted by the court directing 
such custodians as to the manner in which tne thing for which the faculty 
was granted was to be carried out. It was argued that vaults and — 
whether in churchyards or in cemeteries, were in the exclusive ju m 
of the Consistory Court who had power to order specific and positive acts to 
be done by the custodians in relation to such vaults and graves: Bradford 
v. Fry (4 P. D. 93) and <Adlam v. Colthurst (L. R. 2 Ad. & Eccl. 30); and 
that if the court in the exercise of such jurisdiction made a wrong order 
- was matter of appeal and not for a prohibition: Bulwer v. Hase (3 East 
217). 

Tue Court (Lawrance and Cxannz.t, JJ.) made the rule absolute. 

Lawrance, J., said that faculties granted by consistory courts were mere 
licences. The cases cited to shew that the judge of a Consistory Court 
could cite persons to appear before him and make orders against them 
were entirely distinct from the present case, for in those cases the persons 
cited had done something illegal, and they were ordered to undo the 
illegal acts which they had committed. But, assuming the court had the 
power contended for, section 25 of the Burials Act, 1857, would be a full 
answer. It seemed clear that without the licence of the Home Secretary 
the court had no power tointerfere with this grave. 

Cuannett, J., said that interfering with a body buried in 
consecrated ground would be an ecclesiastical offence. In addition 
to that, if the interference involved a removal of a body, it seemed 
also to be an offence by statute. But as regarded the ecclesiastical 
offence, the ecclesiastical authority had clearly power to authorize the 
interference with a body so as to prevent such interference being an 
ecclesi«stical offence, and for that purpose faculties for the removal of 
bodies were granted. That was the entire operation of a faculty as tar as 
he knew. It had not been shewn that any power in the ecclesi- 
astical authority to order the disinterment of a body. Here an endeavour 
was being made to order adisinterment. That was beyond the jurisdiction 
of the Uonsistory Court. Further, a citation had been issued to the 
cemetery company ordering them to come before the Consistory Court to 
shew cause why an order should not be made adversely to them ordering 
the disinterment. He could see no authority for such a p : 
The only cases cited were cases in which an ecclesiastical offence 
having been committed by the persons cited, they were ordered to undo 
what they had done. That was quite a different thing from ordering 
something to be done. Assuming that the Consistory Court had power to 
order a disinterment, apart from the Burials Act, 1857, it was clear that 
under that statute the court had no such power. That was an addi- 
tional reason for saying that the court, in making the order it con- 
templated, would be guing beyond its jurisdiction —CounseL, Sir R. £ 
Werster, A.G., Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., and H. Sutton ; Statham and Campbell 
Johnson ; Danckwerts and Somers James ; Sir R. Reid, Q.C., Bargrave Deane, 
Q.C., and G. G. Phillimore. Soxtcrrors, Treasury Solicitor; F. J. Macarthur 
$ Co. ; Baker, Blaker, & Hawes ; Freshfields §& Weliams. 

[Reported by C. G. Witpranan, Barrister-at-Law. | 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
PRISON ACT, 1898, SEC. 9. 
SUMMARY JURISDICTION ACT, 1879, SEC. 29. 


Draft Rule proposed to be made by the Lord High Chancellor of 
Great Britain : 

In any case where, under section nine of the Prison Act, 1898, a 
sum has been received from the Governor of a Prison by the Clerk 
of any Court of Summary Jurisdiction in part satisfaction of a sum 
due from a Prisoner in consequence of the conviction of such Court, 
the Clerk shall apply that sum (firstly) toward the payment in full or 
in part of any costs or damages or compensation which the Court 
may have ordered by the conviction to be paid to the Prosecutor; 
secondly) towards the payment of the fine, if any, imposed on the 

isoner; (and lastly) toward the payment of any costs or charges 
for on the Prisoner is liable, other than the costs above men- 
tioned. . 

Copies of the above draft may be obtained at the Home Office. 

Whitehall, February 17, 1899. 


TRANSFERS OF ACTIONS. 
Orpers or Court. 
Tuesday, the 14th day of February, 1899. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr Ju-tice North, 
Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Romer, and Mr. Justice Byrne respec- 
tively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes assigned to Mr. Justice 
North, Mr. Justice Strliug, and Mr. Justice Romer should for the purpose 
only of hearing or of trial be transferred to Mr. Justice Byrne; Now I, 
the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High 
Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the several causes and 
matters set forth in the Schedules hereto be accordingly transferred from 
the said Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr Justice Romer to 
Mr, Justice Byrne for the purpose only of hearing or of trial, and be 
marked in the Cause Books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn 
up by the registrar and eet up in the several offices of the Chancery Division 
of the High Court of Justice 

FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Norra. 
1898. 


Collins v Watkins 1897 ©. 3,377 July6 
Hardie v Laycock 1898 H. 606 July6 





Carlton v Neave 1898 ©. -728 July 14 Pe 

Eyres v Newcombe 1898 E. 489 July 15 : 

Ford v Corporation of Bedford 1897 F. 1,800 July 16 

Turney v Smith 1898 T. 658 July 20 

Carr v Creed 1898 C. 1,072 July 22 

Reatell v Case & Co. 1898 R. 34 July 27 

Hill v Drucker 1898 H. 930 July 27 

Brown v The Dunstable Corporation 1898 B. 253 July 29 

Law v The Gordon Hotels Co. 1d. 1898 L. 985 Anug5 

or | Pneumatic Tyre Co. ld. v Jewel Pneumatic Tyre Oo. ld. 1897 D. 
1,793 Aug. 6 

Rogers v Nottingham Plating Co. 1898 R. 91 Aug 6 

Wallace v Evershed 1897 . 8,774 Aug. 8 

Sladen v Evershed 1897 8. 4,153 Aug. 8 

Vary v Broadbent & Co. 1897 V. 657 Aug. 10 

Withall v Burton 1898 W. 843 Aug. 13 

Hulburd v Bland 1898 H. 277 Aug. 13 

In re Hall & Gifford ld. Gifford 7. all & Gifford ld. 1898 H. 775 
Aug. 13 

In se Applicstion, Nos. 189, 180, 189, 181, and 189, 182. of Messrs. T. 
Kingstord & Sons, &c. and. Opposition tuereto, Nos, 2,579, 2,580, and 
2.581, of the National Starch Manufacturing Co., &c. motu. entered in 
Witness List Sept. 15 

Vale & Sons v. Moorgate Street & Broad Street Buildings]d 1898] V. 428 
Oct. 24 

In re Kidd In re Connell Adams v. Connell 1898 K. 276 Oct. 27 

Affieck v. Douglas 1898 A. 270 Nov. 5 


Rettich v. Newland’s (West Guqualand) Diamond Mines Jd. 1897 R. 
2,156 Nov. 11 
London Road Car Oo. ld. v. The Era Omnibus Assoc 1898 L. 1,022 


Nov. 14 
Money & Sons v. Riddington 1898 M. 1,589 Nov. 16 
Alexander v. J. Smith’s ‘Tadcaster Brewery Uo. ld. 1898 A. 971 Nov. 16 
Dawson vy. Hendon Urban District Council 1898 D. 986 Nov. 19 
Skeels v Birdseye 1898 8S. 2,130 Nov. 22 
Hartley v Maddocks 1898 H. 1,051 Nov. 24 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Srruiryc. 


Golden Cross ld. v Sinclair 1897 G. 1,561 — 18 ® 
Salton v New Beeston Cycle Co. ld. 1898 S. 724 April 22 
Hope v Walter 1898 H. 634 May 20 
Allan v Porter 1898 A. 354 May 23 
Fache v Whetham 1897 W. 600 May 23 
Saunders v Alien & Sons 1897 8S. 4,462 May 23 
Fleming v Brady 1897 F. 1,137 May 27 
Waterson v Lloyd’s Cycle Fittings ld. 1898 W. 357 Junel 
Nicholson v Nicholson 1898 N. 687 Junel 
er v London, Tilbury & Southend Ry. Co. 1898 B. 2,098 
une 1 
Barron v Willis 1898 B. 721 June2 
In re The Leeds & Batley Breweries Id. & Co.’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 
motion entered in Wituess List June 7 
National Oo. for the Distribution of Electricity by Secondary Generators 
ld. v Gibbs 1896 N. 1,719 June7 
Mason v Mason 1898 M. 326 June 14 
Gregory v Mayor, &c., of Coventry 1898 G. 401 June 15 
Bruce v Harris 1898 B. 585 June 23 
McFarlane v Hulton & Co. 1898 M. 1,241 June 27 
Parry vOugh 1897 P. 2,811 June 30 
—— Third Equitable Benefit Bldg. Soc. v Finch 1897 B. 1,132 
y. 
In re Gardner Grose v Richardson 1898 G. 798 July 5 
Bletsoe v Bletsoe 1898 B. 1,312 July 5 
Dunlop Pneumatic I'yre Co. ld. v Non Collapsible Tyre Co.ld. 1897 
D. 2,198 July 6 
In re Eaton Holmesv Dyke 1897 H, 1,353 July 9 
Grainge v Salaman 1898 G. 582 July 11 
Warden v Streetly 1898 W. 1,270 July 15 
Wilkinson v Wilkinson 1897 W. 3,902 July 19 
Jones v Marks 1898 J. 11 July 21 
a Brewery Oo. (1897) ld. v Cambridgeld 1893 B. 
92 July 
The-Mayor, &c, of Weymouth (Urban District Council) vy Andrews 1897 
W. 2,966 July 29 
= Rate > of Weymouth (Town Council) v Andrews 1897 W. 
970 ly 
Du Cros v Sismey 1898 D. 1,109 July 30 
Lee v Whitwham 1898 L. 971 Aug3 
Southend Hotel Oo. ld. v Scratton 1898 §. 1,28% Aug. 3 
Poppleton v Bowden 1897 P. 1,890 Aug4 
Jones v Francis 1898 J. 134 Aug5d 
Lord Monson v. Inglis 1898 M. 1,671 Aug. 10 
London & County Land & Building Soc. ld vy Urban District Council of 
Finchley 1897 L. 2,600 Aug. 12 
In re Bennett Bennett v Bennett adjd.sumns. Aug. 12 
North's Navigatioe Collieriea wi1880) 1a. Gore 
orth’s Navigation 1889) ld. v © 1898 N. 
Brass ¥ heowsaa 1898 B. 57 Se So” 
Wooldridge, Hill, & Co. v8 i 
Coles v The Salters’ Co. 1898 2,758 
Gale v Waters 1898 S. 1,022 14 
Orane v Waddington 1898 ©. 170 Oct. 25 


1,000 Aug. 23 
W. 1,475 Sept. 16 
Sept. 26 
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282. 
Sage etcneeeelieeee eee 
2a Mills v Venning 1896 W. 3,269 Oct. 28 expected amount, but the number of policies which became claims was 
v 1898 H. 648 28 about forty-five less than the number expected, the average age at death 
Hale v Cycle Co. 1d. 1898 H. 1,126 Nov. 5 of the lives being about sixty-eight years, and the average duration 


Jobnston v Boyes 1898 J. 853 Nov. 5 
Catterson v Vine 1898 C. 1,575 Nov. 7 
Banks v Sa’ 1895 B. 3,171 Nov. 8 
In re J O W F Tiemann’s Patent, 1893, No. 8,736, &c. petition Nov. 12 
Parham v Gingell, Son and Cruickshank 1897 P. 1,380 Nov. 15 
sw of British Investors 1d. v Hannan’s Excelsior Gold Mines 1d. 
1 ©. 1,372 Nov. 15 
p ae vCrafter 1898 ©. 1,546 Nov. 16 
vOlark 1898 G. 1,324 Nov. 17 
Evans v Moola-Fearoz 1898 E. 355 Nov. 17 
Yeov Hurt 1898 Y. 725 Nov. 21 
v 1898 E. 427 Nov. 22 
Grieveson v Addison 1898 G. 376 Noy. 24 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Romer. 


Alexander v Automatic Telephone Co. ld. 1898 A. 1,411 Nov. 1 

City Bank ld. v Pilley 1898 ©. 342 Nov.7 

Spencer v Preston 1898 §S. 1.407 Nov 14 

Irving v. Irving 1898 I. 1,057 Nov. 16 

Guernsey Waterworks Co. ld. v Harlow 1898 G. 1,361 Nov. 18 

Nugent v Wood 1898 N. 1,218 Nov. 23 

Watkin v Watkin 1898 W. 1,119 Nov. 24 

~ or and General Property Trust ld. v George 1898 M. 3,095 
ov. 

Ross v Williams 1898 R. 777 Nov. 29 

Popple v Clark 1898 P. 2,641 Dec. 3 

Greene, King & Sons ld v Golding 1898 G. 1,461 Dec. 3 

Oxford & Cambridge Universities v Gill & Sons 1898 O. 1,241 Dec. 5 

Refuge Assurance Co. ld. v Hall 1898 R. 748 Dec. 6 

Roseman v Vestry of St. Mary, Islington 1898 R. 1,911 Dec. 9 

McKenzie vy McKenzie 1898 M. 1,465 Dec. 10 

Vidal v Vidal 1898 V. 52 Dec. 12 


Dick v The Ellams Duplicator Co. 1898 D. 1,071 Dec. 16 
Dubbins v Neeser 1898 D. 1,184 Dec. 17 
Hatssvry C. 





Tuesday, the 31st day of January, 1899. 


I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Romer (1898—W.—No. 3,802). 
In re West’s Patents Syndicate ld. George Walmsley v. West’s Patents 
Syndicate Id. 


Mr. Justice North (1898 - F.—No. 980). 


Hatssvey, C. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
AnsvaL Meertivc. 

The annual meeting of the proprietors of the Law Life Assurance 
Society was on Wednesday at tne society’s office, 187, Fleet-street, 
the Hon. A. E. Garnorne Huazpy taking the chair. 
75th annual report stated that the number of policies effected 

the year ending the 31st of December, 1898, was 446, assuring the 
sam of £657 944, the premium income on which, including £11,629 single 
premiums, amounted to £30,479. The net new business after deducting 
Feassurances was £524,269, at annual premiums of £14,309 and single 
premiums of £10,469. The society also received during the year premiums 
amounting to £1,293 7s. lUd. in respect of reassurances against the risk 
of death from fatal accidents, under the agreement with the Law Accident 
Insurance Society. Twenty-eight sinking fund assurances for £338,722 
were also granted at annual premiums of £6,029 16s. 8d and a single 
peeminm of £135 %. 8d. The total net premium income for the 
was £262,049. The net renewal premium income shewed an 
imerease for the seventh year in succession. Sixty-five immediate 
aunuities were granted in respect of which the society received 

deducting reaseurances) the sam of £94,458 18s. 7d. Tao rever- 
annuities and two deferred annuities were also granted. 
| funds ehewed an increase of £49,975 during the year. The 

Fielded by the society's funds was at the rate of £3 18s. 5d. per 
per annum without deduction of income tax. Thee of manage- 
ment (inclading commi-sion) represented £11 9s 6d. per cent. of the total 
net pre: income. The net claims by death amounted to £408,768 8s. 

£126,086 8s. bonuses) in respect of 160 policies upon 143 livee. 

bonuses on policies which became claims (the bonuses 
attaching to had not either whoily or in been previousl 
cent. of the inal sums pecan 

net amount was about £22,000 more than the 
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of the policies about thirty-one years. Iu the years 1895, 1896, and 1897, 
the first three years of the current quinquennium, the net claims were 
respectively about £39,000 less, about £70,000 less, and about £78,000 less 
than the ted amounts. In addition there had been one claim, 
amounting to £288 0s. 6d., uader a fatal accident reassurance; one 
endowment assurance for £1,000 had matured ; aud payments amounting 
to £769 had been made in respect of the maturing of a sinking fund 
policy. Three annuitants had died during the year, and the society had 
thus been relieved from an annual payment of £29 12s. 9d. 

Mr. E. H. Hour (manager and secretary) having read the notice con- 
vening the meeting, 

The retiring directors, Mr. E. H. Bailey, Mr. E. F. Turner, Mr. J. 
Hopgood, Mr. W. R. Malcolm, Sir Richard Webster, G.C.M.G., Q.C, 
M.P., and Mr. Chas. Stewart were, on the motion of the Cuarrman, 
seconded by Sir W. J. Farrer, re-elected, as was Mr. H. Houseman, as 
auditor for the proprietors, and Mr. A. A. De Lille Strickland was elected 
auditor for the assured in the room of the late Mr. Chas. Hoare. 

Tne CuareMan, in moving the adoption of the report and accounts, said 
he-had great pleasure in presiding. Criticisms were sometimes heard as tw 
the position of a director. All he could say was that whether the directors 
of the society looked to their long line of illustrious predecessors or 
whether they looked to the present board there was none among 
them who did not feel proud that he had the good fortune to be 
amongst its members. Its history in the past had been one which 
reflected the greatest credit upon it. It had done great service to the 
pas. whilst at the same time it had been of great service to its share- 

olders. He believed that no man who recommended the society to his 
clients or his friends could go wrong in their interest, for wheth-r from 
the point of view of the credit of the society or of tne liberality of its 
treatment of those who came to it, the society stood second to none of the 
great insurance companies of the country. After referring to the death of 
Mr. G. E. Steward, one of the directors, whose loss the board greatly 
deplored, he said they had elected in his place Mr. J. E. Gray Hill, from 
the important centre of Liverpool, where tuey had been anxious to find a 
suitable representative of the oun interests. Passing to the accounts, 
he said the matter they generally looked to first was the new business. 
The society had to meet increasing competition; they had to seek for 
business and to compete with other good societies. He thought it was a 
matter for congratulation that in this year, which had not been a very 
ane one for insurance societies, the society had managed to secure the 

ge amount of £524,269 of net new business, which was very much the 
same as for the last few years. The society had received a considerable 
sum in respect of sinking fund assurances. Their rates for these 
assurances were not so low as those of some companies: it was not a 
business which was co profitable as some, and the board had not sought 
for it. He thought that the reason why people had so largely come to the 
society, notwithstanding that fact, was that, especially with regard to sinki 
fund assurances, they saw the advantage of the great security provided by 
the £1,000,000 guarantee fund, and the uncalled capital. The total annual 
premium inc: me had increased during the year by nearly £14,000, and the 
net premium income had incressed during the last ten years by nearly 
£50,000. It was hardly necessary for him to dwell on the importance of 
this steady increase of the annual premium income, and he would be doing 
an injustice to the meeting and to the officers of the company if he did not 
ask the meeting to accord their hearty thanks to the staff, to whose exertions 
the success of the company was so largely due. The annuity business also 
shewed a tendency to a considerable increase, although it was not a 
business specially encouraged. The rate of interest yielded by the society’s 
funds was £3 18s. 5d. per cent. less tax, and considering the difficulty of 
getting a high rate of interest combiued with security he 
thought this was very satisfactory when he told them that the security in 
every instance was good. Tue board looked in the first instance to security, 
and even if they sacrificed more than they did at present as regarded the 
interest received, he believed they would be doing their duty by looking 
first at the security. The expenses of management compared favourably with 
almost all other compauies doing similar business. Some of the companies 
who advertised largely spent an amount in obtaining business which was not 
really to the interest of their policy-holders or shareholders, and the board 
felt they had no right unduly to increase the ratio of expenses, which at 
present stood at the low figure of 114 percent. He thought it possible 
that at the end of this year, when, owing to the quiuquennium, the board 
would be able to distribute bunuses which would mak: it to the interest 
of the society to seck publicity, the board might a-k for a free hand 
so that they might spend more money, thougn not by any means in 
an extravagant manner. For the first time for a long period the society 
had had an undue amount of mortality, and the mortality had been in 
excess of the expectation. There bad not been a larger number of deaths 
than usual, but nearly all the deaths had been those of large policy- 
holders. The average amount paid under every claim had been £2,500 
per policy, although the average policies in the office—which were larger 
than in most o was between £1,100 and £1,200. ° When he told 
them that during 1895, 1896, and 1897 the net claims were about 
£39,000, £70,000, and £78,000 less than the expected amount they 
would admit that the society could not complaiu, although the amount 
this year had been larger—though the numer of deaths had been less — 
than was ex Tne society had made considerable profit upon 


the realization of Stock Exchange securities; and he might tll them that 
the Stock Exchange securities which the proprietors had allowed the board 
to invest in also shewed a large amount of profit on their book values. 
| He did not know what the board would have done if they had been kept 
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down to the old form of investment.in landed property, u 
was difficult to get with security an adequate interest. 
satisfied that a careless board could as easily ruin a society in the matter 
of landed security as in any form of security. The had done their 
best, and so far their investments in Stock Exchange securities had been 
@ success. 

Sir Wiiu1aM Farrer seconded the motion. 

Mr. Cuaries Burt congratulated the board on having secured a director 
from Liverpool. He advocated the same policy in respect of other large 
towns. He suggested that the board should consider the advisability of 
appointing a first-class chartered accountant as auditor. 

The Cuarrman assured the meeting the board were quite alive to the 
desirability of securing directors from large centres. ‘They were already 
represented by Mr. Ellett at Cirencesterand Mr. Venning at Devonport. 
He did not quite agree as to the necessity for a chartered accountant. 
The practice was to have, not only the usual audit, which was carried out 
by two bankers and two solicitors, but there was also a weekly audit every 
Tuesday, which was carried out by the directors, and at which every figure 
was vouched as the matter came on. The directors did not take a per- 
functory view of their duties, but saw that the vouchers were real. He 
did not believe they would strengthen their position by the appointment 
3 a chartered accountant, but the matter should have the consideration of 
the board. 

A vote of thanks to the Chairman, proposd by Mr. Burr, terminated the 
proceedings. 


which it 
e was quite 


THE UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Feb. 13.—Mr. J. R. Yates in the chair.—Rev. Profesor Shuttleworth 
(Rector of St. Nicholas Cole Abbey) moved: ‘‘ That the true solution of 
present ecclesiastical difficulties is to be sought, notin the direction of 
Disestablishment, but in that of a thorough reform of the Church.’”’ Mr. 
Kuins-Jackson replied. The motion was lost. 

Feb. 20.—Mr. J. R. Yates in the chair.—Mr. 8. E. Hubbard moved : 
‘That trial by common jury ougbt to be abolisbed.”” Mr. C. W. 
Williams opposed. The motion was lost. The motion fcr next Monday 
is, ‘‘ That the Workmeu’s Compensation Actis prejudicial to the interests 
both of employer and employed.’’ 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours ExaMrnaTIon. 

January, 1899. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the 
Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


First Crass. 
[In order of Merit.] 


Grorce Hersert Bovcuer, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Benson, Carpenter, Cross, & Co, of Bristol ; and Messrs. Rowcliffes, Rawle, 
& Co , of London. 

Georcre Lurwettyn Lioyp, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. Henry George Lloyd, of the firm of Messrs. Lloyd & Pratt, of 
Newport, Mon. 

Rosert Wi111AM Bucuanan, who eerved his clerkship with Mr. George 
Newby Watson, of Darlington. 

Leonarp Rupert Nasu, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur Joseph 
Clarke, of the firm of Messrs. Clarke & Son, of High Wycombe. 


Srconp Crass. 
[In alphabetical order. ] 


David Davis, who rerved his clerkship with Mr. Edward Le Voi, of 
London. 

Frederick Linton, who served his clerkship with the Jate Mr. Edward 
Holme Woodcock, and Mr. Henry Edward Swaine Peare, both of Wigan. 

George Ernest Nuttall, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Hand, 
Blakeston, Kverett, & Hand, of Stafford. . 

Edwin Fleming Robertson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Alder Thorp, of the firm of Messrs, Dickson, Archer, & Thorp, of Alnwick ; 
and Messrs. Ward, Bowie, & Oo., of London. 

Walter Bernard Smith, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert James, 
of Manchester; and Messrs. Emmet & Co., of London. 

John Horace Stott, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Thomas 
Worth, of Rochdale. 

Edward Nathan Whitley, LL.B. (Oamb.), whoserved his clerkship with Mr. 
Edwin Herbert Middlebrook, of the firm of Messrs. Scatcherd, Hopkins, 
& Middlebrooks, of Leeds. 


Turrp Crass. 
[In alphabetical order. ]} 


John Daniel Adey, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Stephen 
Edwards, of Newport, Mon. 


Montagu Bender, B.A. (Lond.), who served his —— with Mr. Lionel 
— ozley, of the firm of Messrs, Hicks, Arnold, & Moazley, of 
London. 

James Sidney Carpenter, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Gardiner Nash; and Mr. James Allan Tucker, both of Bath. 





Horace Fulton Oarr, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Mr 


William Morris, jun., 


of London. 
Alan Monro Forfar, M.A. (Aberdeen), who served his clerkship with Mr. 


Edward Cornish, of Li 


Joseph Thomas Jones, who served his clerkship with Mr. Albert James 


Franklin, of Gloucester. 


Rhys Thomas Jones, who served bisclerkship with Mr. David Lewis and 


Mr. John Morgan, both of Cardiff. 


James McGowan, B.A. (Camb.), who served his clerkship with Messrs. 


Chester, Broome, & Griffithes, of 


Frederick Milward Marston, who 


served his clerkship with Mr. Hall 


Travers Edge, of the firm of Messrs. Edge & Ellison ; and Messrs. Burton, 


Yates, & Hart, of 


Lennox James Morison, M.A. (Oxon.), who served bis cl 
Thomas William Marchant, of the firm of Messrs. Marchant, 


Marchant, of London. ' 


Norman Oldfield, who served his clerkshi 
Heath, of the firm of Messrs. Heath & Ble 


with Mr. 
well, & 


with Mr. Richard Child 
insop, of Warwick; and 


Messrs. Taylor, Hoare & Pilcher, of London. 

Percy Beaumont Shepheard, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Shepheards, Shepheards, & Bird, of London. / : 

Augustus Turner, M.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 


William Lawrence Cooper, of 


The Council of the Incorporated Law Soeiety have given class,certificates 


and awarded the following prizes 


To Mr. Boucher—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
Reardon Pri 


value about £10; and the Daniel 


Prize—value about 20 guineas. 
To Mr. Lloyd—The Prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn— 


value 10 guineas. 


To Mr. Buchanan—The Prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn— 


value 5 guineas. 


To Mr. Nash—The Prize of the Incorporated Law Society—value 


5 guineas. 
To Mr. 


Carpenter—The John Mackrell Prize—value about £12. 


The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 


and third classes. 


Eighty -three candidates gave notice for the examination. 





INCORPORATED 


LAW SOCIETY. 


PretimMinary EXAMInation. s 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the Ist and 2nd of 


February, 1899 : 


Acomb, George Cecil 
Anderson, Henry Stewart 
Annear, William Powell 
Attenborough, Ralph Ernest 
Barclay, Herbert Jodrell 
Barrett, Frank 

Bateson, William 

Beor, Harold White 
Booth, George Henry 
Borrajo, José Carlos Pedro 
Brickwood, George 
Brownsword, Percy 


Bury, Hugh 

Chalk, George Frederick 
Champney, George Andrew Beasley 
Chittenden, Edwin 

Clegg, Joseph 

Davies, Albert 

Davies, Walter Cradoc 
Dawson, Albert George 

De Gernon, Eugéne Louis Aidan 
Douglas, Malcolm Gordon 
Downes, George Frederick 
Eales, Francis Daw Sherbrooke 
Edwards, Awdry Molesworth 
Edwards, Harold Molyneux 
Edwards, Harris 

Errington, John Perrin 

Evans, Evan Samuel 

Evans, Sydney 

Footner, Foster Lake 
Frankham, Percy Lionel 
Furber, Roland Charles 
Garratt, Herbert 

Glover, George 

Glover, John Robert 

Goddard, Reginald Marcus 
Goodall, Arthur Henry 
Gociden, Reginald Ulltve t 
Goolden, i Ollivan' 

Go , James Joseph Warden 


Hodgson, Reuben 

Helden, Hugh Shuttleworth 
Ingham, William = 
Kelsey, Henry Haro’ 
Kiteos” Robert Graham 
Lawrence, Norman 

Leach, Charles Ernest 


darves 
Lupton, Frederick George 
McDonald, Reginald 
Martin, Frank 
Miers, Hanmer James 
Molineux, Walter 
Moore, Edward Duke 


Newcombe, John Jehu 

Oliver, Cyril Francis 

Oxley, Willis Lee 

Parry, John Frederick 

Phillips, Horatio Abraham 

Pownall, Walter Herbert 

Prichard, Thomas Preece 

Ratcliffe, inald Chambers 

Rhodee, Reginald Garnet 
ies, me 

i Leonard 


Roberts, H Oliver 
Roberts, Hu Meredith 
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Ew pay Wickham, William Noel On Wednesday. the Lord Chancellor received at the House of Lordsa 
Louis 0’ Donel Williams, Philip Raymond deputation from the corporation, Chamber of Commerce. and Law 
Tomson, James Wyndham Williamson, James Edward Society of Liv 1, who asked to have the rules of the High Court applied 
, Harold Richard Willis, Arthur to the Court of of Liverpool. His lordship promised to bring the 

Wade, Percy Jackson Witball, William Westcott matter before.the Rule Committee of the Judges. 
Wellock, Thomas Wright, Herbert Charles The Select Committee of the House of Lords which is engaged in the 
Westley J Harold Wright, Peter consideration of the Companies Bill sat again on the 20th inst. The Lord 
, Kenneth Wright, Sbirley Harold Chancellor ided, and the other members of the committee present were 
Whitfield, George Arthur Wynne, William Giffard the Earl of Kimberley, the Earl of Leven and Melville, Lord Revelstoke, 
» Henry Lord Macnaghten, Lord Mount 7 Lord Shand, Lord Davey, Lord 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Sir Lovis Appriv Kersuaw, the Chief Justice 
of Bombay. He was the only sonof Mr. Matthew;Kershaw, of Luddenden, 
Yorkshire, and was born in 1845. He was educated at Pembroke College, 
Oxford, where he took a B A. degree with honours in law and history, and 
was called to the barat the Inner Temple in 1872, and went on the North- 
Eastern Circuit. He was made a Queen’s Counsel in 1895. He was for 
some time a Revising Barrister in Yorkshire, and in 1898 was appointed 
Ohief Justice of the North-West Provinces of India. In the same year he 
was advanced to the position of Chief Justice of Bombay. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Aurzep Dovstz, C.C., solicitor, of Fore-street, Cripplegate, has been 
— by the Supreme Court of the Colony of the Cape of Good Hope 
a ssioner of that Court to take Affidavits and to Examine Witnesses. 

Mr. Gzrorcs Russett Terry, solicitor, of Northampton, has been 
oo a Commissioner to Administer Oaths. Mr. Terry was admitted 


Mr. A. A. Strona, solicitor, of the firm of Gibbs, White, & Strong, of 
4, Eastcheap, London, E.C., has been. appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Strong was admitted a solicitor in May, 1889. 

Mr. Hexsert Harpy Cozens-Harpy, Q.C., M.P., who has been ap- 
pointed a Judge of the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice, is 
the son of Mr. William Hardy Cozens-Hardy, of Letberingsett Hall, 
Norfolk. He was educated at Amersham School and University College, 
London, where he won a law scholarship, and graduated LL.B. at the 
University of London. He was calied to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
1862, having obtained a certificate of honour and a studentxhip. In 1882 
he took silk, and in 1885 was elected a bencher ofhisinn. Heis chairman 
of the General Coun:il of the Bar. Since 1885 he has repre-ented North 
Norfolk in the Liberal and Radical interest. In his early years at the 
bar, Mr. Cozens-Hardy was one of the reporters for the Weekly Reporter, 
and resigned on his appointment as one of the staff of the Law Reports. 

The Lord Chancellor has appointed the following barristers ‘‘ Examiners 
of the Court”’ under the rules of the Supreme Court of Judicature: Mr. 
G. Murray, Mr. G.I Fosrer Cooxz, Mr. E Hume, Mr. F. J. Norman 
Pearson, Mr. W. Howianp Ronerts, Mr. A. J. Spencer, Mr. G. E. 
Morsgisoy, Mr. G. T. Wanny, Mr. H. R. Krypenstey, Mr. A. Rosrson, 
Mr. A. C. A. Brxeizy. the Hon. G. C. Cotviiiz, and Mr. A. Inman 

Mr. E Ampuietr Wuirenovss, solicitor, of the firm of Jerome, White- 
house, & Co.. of 32, Wulbrook, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Whitehouse was admitted in February, 1891. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Diss0LUTIONs. 


Epwrm Pamir Marsuatt Sarrery, Georce Toomas Huntiey, and Gzorce 
Joun Hunter, soli itors (Suffery, Huntley, & Son), Bauk-chambers, 92, 
Tooley-str-et, Southwark, London. Aug. 31, 1898. [Gazette, Feb. 14. 

James THomas WoopHovusrt and Hersert Woopnovsz, BA, LL.D., 
solicitors (J. T. & H. Woodhouse), 17, Parliament-street, King-ton- 
upon-Holl. Jan. 26. The said James Thomas Wovdhouse will henceforth 
practise and carry on business at 17, Pariiament-street, aforesaid, in 
a? Robert William Aske, LL.B., and J. J. T. Ferens, 
under the style or firm of J. T. Woodhouse, A+ke, and Ferens. The said 
Herbert Woodhouse will henceforth practi-e and carry un business alone 
under his own name at 8, Parliament-street aforesaid. [(Gazette, Feb. 17. 


GENERAL. 


The Lord Chief Justice will deliver an address at the annual meeting of 
the Gray’s-inn Moot Society, to be held in Gray's-inn Hall on Toursday, 
the 13th of April, at eight o’clock. 

Mr. Justice Kennedy will preside at the sixty-seventh anniversary dinner 
of the United Law Clerks’ Society, which will take place at the Hutel 
Cecil in June next. 

Lord Herschell met with a painful accident in Washington on Wednes- 
day week. He slipped on a piece of ice and fell, his left hip being badly 
bruised. He was confined to his bed, but no serious consequences are 


The Lord Chancellor has consented to preside at the United Law 
yor annual dinner, to be held at the Hotel Cecil, on Monday, the 
4 ce —— <4 B. Poland, Q.0., and Mr. Joseph Walton, Q.C., 

guests. 

The por of the Lord Chief Justice (Lord Russell of Killowen), 
attired in hi» judicial robes, which is being painted by Mr. Sargent, R.A., 
is now approaching completion, and, it is expected, will be ready for 


Ing P 
exhibition at the Royal Academy in May next. 





James of Hereford, and Lord Ald The sitting was again held in 
private for the purpose of considering the draft report. It was, says the 
Times, announced that the committee did not propose to take any further 
evidence. 

The respect and affection entertained for the late Lord Justice Chitty 
were shewn by the large and distinguished congregation which assembled 
in Lincoln’s-inn Chapel at the memorial service on Saturday last. There 
were present the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, the Master of 
the Rolls, Sir Edward Fry, and Lord Justices Rigby, A. L. Smith, Collins, 
and Vaughan Williams, and Lord Hobhouse, Ju-tices Kekewich, Mathew, 
Grantham, Gorell Barnes, Bruce, and Kennedy. Lords Macnaghten, Davey, 
Watson, Morris, and Shand. The County Court bench was represented by 
Judge Sir Alfred Marten, Judge Bacon, and Judge Whitehorne. The senior 
and junior Chancery bar was very largely represented. The service was 
conducted by the Rev. Hastings Rashdall, the preacher to the society, and 
the Rev. O. J. Ball, chaplain. The anthem was ‘*‘ Rest and peace eternal’’ 
from Gounod’s Mors et Vita, Mr. Reginald Steggall presiding at the organ. 
The first hymn was Dean Milman’s ‘‘ When our heads are bowed with 
woe,’ and the second ‘‘O God our help in ages past.’”” The opening 
voluntary was Chopin’s Funeral March, and, according to iuvariable 
7 the impressive service was brought to an end with the Dead March 
in Saul. 

At the annual meeting of the Birmingham Law Society on Wednesday 
reference was made to the correspondence which has appeared in the Times 
on the subject of the difficulty of obtaining a hearing for cases set down 
for trial at the local assizes. The president (Mr. T. H. Russell) said that 
the matter had been brought before the committee by one of its members, 
and from the information laid before them they felt quite clear that there 
were grounds for complaint, aud grounds f r asking that some better 
means should be taken tv mert what seemed to be an undoubted grievance. 
The matter was at pre-ent in the hands of a sub-committee and a circular 
had been sent out to members of the society asking for information. They 
were also in communication with the bar on the subject, because they felt 
that the bar was greatly, if not equally, concerned, and that the help of 
the bar would be of very great value. What remedy might be suggested 
it was not for him to say, but all felt that because Birmingham was last 
on the assize list was no re«son why sufficient time should not be given for 
the trial of the causes entered. Mr. OC. E. Mathews, clerk of the peace, 
gave an explanation of the procedure adopted by the Birmingham Quarter 
Ses-ions for the convenience of prosecutors, witnesses, and jurymen, and 
assured the meeting that every possible effort was made to tacilitate the 
business. Mr. Moore Bayley and Mr. O’Connor also spoke of the necessity 
for a reform of assize court procedure, the furmer remarking that the 
protest which had been made was fully justified. Mr. O’Connor as-erted 
that the manner in which the real business of the assizes was ofcven shelved 
caused dissa isfaction to the lay client and a considerable amount of 
concern to the leg:1 profession. 

The Daily Te:egraph tells the following story of the first appearance of 
M. Loubet, the new Pre-ident of the French Republic, in curt: M. 
Loubet, who had been Minister, resigned with his colleagues, and thought 
he would seek his fortune at the Paris bar. Many of fellow Ministers 
had done so with success, and why not he? Of course, the Paris bar 
differs considerably in some ways from the provincial bar; but where is 
the lawyer who eannot adapt himself to his surroundings? Weil, one day 
M. Loubet donned his gown and sailed into the Second Chamber to defend 
an appea! from the Tribunal of Commerce. His rich southern brogue and 
high-souled open-breasted indifference to the functions of buttons drew 
the attention of the Parisian ‘‘ Maitres’’ to the beginner. The lawyers 
were literally astounded at the spec acle. ‘* Whoever is this colleague 
here,’’ whispered one, ‘“‘who ventures to appear in court with his 
robe unbuttoned, his fine linen in evidence, and the front of his neckband 
peeping from behind?’’ ‘‘ Why, he is the late Prime Minister,’’ replied 
counsel fur the other side. Soon afterwards Maitre Loubet rose to address 
the court. . Scarcely had he op ned his lips when the President, 
M. Manuel, pounced upon a pretty little bottle of toilet vinegar, and, 
clatching his handkerchief, convulsively poured out half of the fragrant 
liquid, and smelled ic long und ravenously. Of cour-e, M. Loubet is a 
Southerner, aud as such has a —_ to prefer his savoury and meridional 
dishes to th: se of Paris, which seldom use onions and never employ garlic. 
Still Christian charity ought to have inspired nim with thoughts for the 
weaker vessels in a court of justice, and he might have pleaded first and 
dined afterwards. Anyhow the smelling-bottle did not help for long. 
Very soon President Manuel had to call upon the usher to open all 
windows of the court. - 

On the 16th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr. W. Ambrose asked 
the Secretary of the ‘Treasury whether there was adequate augue strong- 
room accommodation at Somerset House for the valuable public books and 
documents therein; what was the nature of the books and documents 
preserved in such strong rooms, up to what period were they so preserved, 
and whether the books and documents not kept in such strong rooms 
were of any or no value; whether some of the rooms in Somerset House 
in which valuable registers were kept were divided by wooden partitions 
and lath and plaster walls, and whether naked lights were permitted in 
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the galleries and passages of the building ; and whether, ha regard to 
the importance of safely preserving such public books and jocuments, 
he could give an assurance that all possible precautions were taken agai: st 
fire and other dangers. Mr. Akers-Douglas said: All applications made 
by the a occupying Somerset House for stropg-room a com- 
modation have been met by my office, and I cannot find from inquiries, 
which so far I have been able to make from the authorities at Somerset 
House, that more is considered necessary. I am informed that the strong- 
rooms contain the original wills and papers relating thereto, going back 
to the fifteenth century, together with the bound volumes of certificated 
copies of birth, death, and marriage registers. With regard to the third 
paragraph of my hon. and learned frieud’s question I am informed that 
no such valuable papers are stored in the rvoms of the description stated. 
Naked lights are used in some of the galleries and passe but safety 
lamps or nade lights alone in the strong rooms, and > a0 Be light is 
gradually being substituted for gas pone a The building is very 
carefully guarded and is fully equipped with fire appliances, and there are 
poets: «A and night patrols, whilst a s fireman is employed in the 
Probate Registry during the night. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Registrars m ATTENDANCE ON 








Date Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justiie 
e No. 2. Norra. Srieuixe. 
Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer 
Leach King 
Godfrey Farmer 
Leach i 
Godfrey Farmer 
Leach King 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KexkEWIOH Romer. Byryg. 
Monday, Feb 27 Mr. Lavie Mr. Pemberton Mr. Pugh 
| aa Carrington Jackson Beal 
Wednesdas, March ........ 1 Lavie Pemberton Pugh 
, | 2 Carrington Jackson Beal 
Frida: Lavie Pemberton Pugh 
Bat Carrington Jackson Beal 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
Feb. 28,—Mr. Atrrep Ricuarps, at the Mart, at 2 pm, in Lots. £5,676 4 per Cent. Stock 
of the Hornsey Gas Co. (See advertisement, this week. Pp sam. 
March 2.—Messrs. Eviis & £on, at the Mart, at 2 pm. : Minci 
Premises, with pos:ession, forming part of No. 3s, Mincing-! 
fashioned two-storeyed building, arranged as colonial broker’s sale rooms. Solicitors, | 
Messrs. Nicol, Son, & Jones, London —Whitechapel, between the London Docks, 
Whitechapel High-street, and Commercial-road East, Freehold Property. formmng a 
building site of about 3,100 —- feet. Solicitors, Messrs. 8 D. Asnby & Compton, 
London.— Bayswater, Leasehold Residence, adapted for a boarding or lodging-house ; 
held for an eg term of 47} years from Lady-day, at a low ground-rent. Soli- 
citors, Messrs. Hollams, Sons, Coward, & Hawksley, London. 
this week, ¢. 288 ) 
March 2.—Messrs. H. E, Foster & Cranriexp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. : 
REVERSIONS: 
To #3.000, bel org part of a Trust Fund; lady aged 60. Solicitors, Messrs. Gill & 


To Gne-dverth of a Trust Estate, value £1 ee! India Sto k and Freehold and 
Leasehold Properties; lady aged 60. icitor, F. C. Smith, Esq , London. 

To One-fifth of a Trust Estate value £3,750, Freehold and Mortgage Securities ; 
lady aged 73 Solicitors, Messrs. Hartley & Co., Lon‘ion. 

To One-eixhth of a Trust Estate, vaiue £40,314, New River Shares. Consols, &e. ; 
lad 28 of a Trust 


e, consi-ting of an old- | 


y aged 71. Also to Income ee of gentleman 
Estate, value £13,365, represented by New ey Shares, (with covering 
Policy). Also to One-sixty-fourth Share of ths same Trust Estate; lady 


aged 71. Solicitor, Robert Greening, Esq inn 
To One-twelfth ota Trust Estate, vaiue 210,000, Consols, &c.; gentleman aged 65, 
provided gentleman aged 80 survive him. Solicitor. H Mear, » London. 
To yn — of 45,000 India rupees; lady aged 68. Solicitor, W. J. Bruty, 
ondon. 
To One-fourth of a Trust Fund, value £5,500 in India Stock; gentleman aged 74, 
Also to One-third of £5,800 L. & 8S. W. Stock and Shares in the Guarantee 
rors Society ; lady aged 58. Solicitor, George Cutcliffe, Esq., jun., London. 
For £2,000, £2,000. Solicitors, Messrs. Sharman, Jackson, & Archer, Welling- 
rough. 
For £500, £500, £200. Solicitors. Messrs Saxon & Son. London. 
SHARES in various Companies. Solicitors, Messrs. G. 8. & H. Brandon, London. 
(See advertisements this week, p. 5 ) 


RESULTS OF SALES. 

Messrs. ge Bu pee & Co, sold, at their recent sale, Leasehold Ground-rents 
amonnting to per annum, at Brixton, for £5, being equal to 224 years’ 
ay oy They ae had tha: 24 irene purchase for the Leasehold Ground. ts, ie 

£722 2s. per annum, at VUhiswick. They also sold 6 Villas in Dennett-road. 
Croydon, for £670; 9 Villas in es Tottenham, for £1, 830; an undivided sep-rerte 
Share of 8 Houses in Hampden-road . Hornsey, for £300 ; Clapham Lodge, Sutton, for 
£700; 7 Dwelling-houses in aumont-road, Leyton, my £1,025 ; and 2 small Houses in 
Hoe-stree Walthamstow, for £350 

Mesars. Desenuam, Tewson, Panmen, & Bripcewarer sold, at the Mart, on Tuesday 
last, Freeh Ground-rents at Crouch joway, and Brixton, amounting to 
£8,780 188., for £86,550; also Freehold Ground-reat of £150, at Brixton-hill, realized 
ey et the ve amount of sale being £91,120. 

Mesars, C. C 43 Moore sold at the Auction Mart. on Thursday last, Investments to 
the extent of £3,485: 224, High-street, Shadwell, £810; 23a and 24, Tollet-street, Mile 
End, £740; 3 Freehold Cottages in Chingford, £640; 55, Puwerseroft-road, Clapton, £415; 


-lane, Freehold Business | 


(See advertisements, | 
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and 2 Toune in Homerton, £580. 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, : 
Avyawo-Frencu Motor OMA Lanrrap (ix Liquiparios)—Creditors are 
on or before March 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 


debts or claims, to 182, Dashwood House, Burn & Berridge, 
solors for liquidator rage 
Bat  Onaax pup Pus Prano 0 Coy Lourep—Creditors are mareivel, ae < of detone = ee 2 4 


and the 
Harry Seymour Pose, a, Pisbury ean partes wt ak ocegete A oaks to 
Baabroeo 1 Rea. Bepars, Co, Luurep—Creditors are one somcenl on or before to 


send eg end the pantiontes <i debts or claims, to 
Beanland, 35, a 
eg Rano (W. vA). SyNDICATE, gg Peagues. are my ay no ees 


C thorp Hay, veg he Co foe Peta for 

OLLIERY AND GE: ONTR+CT —f walt fe 

directed to be Send on Feb 27. Steavenson & feadiureh et solors +4 
Notice of appeing suet fet the above-named 


petners, later than 2 o’clock 
the afternoon of Feb 25 
Grove Commercia, Taust, Luarsp—Petn for up, presented Feb 15, directed to 
be heard on Feb 27. Cruesemann & Rouse, 85 st, solors solors for 
Notice of sopering mast reach the above-named not late 6 o’clock in the 


ne are required, on or before March 28, to send their 


Joux Suaw & Co, a es their debts or claims, to Mr James Bairstow, 


presented Feb 14, 


taal he ks Bradford Spencer & Jo Eaigbley, onlors for liqaidats 

ewor! 0 , 

Lonpon CakE AnD nn Co. LimiTrep are required on or before March 17, 
to pames f their debts or claims, to 
Rashes Beith See 4S aon > Queen's Club gdns, 

Haslam, 4, Copthall solors 
Lonpon pected pr + ath mh oy p—Creditors are requived, om or before A: RY eee te 
and addresses, and the jgulars of thetr debts or claims, 1 


Sellar and 
Strand, solors to liquidators 
New Morive ey SynpIcaTE, ign aa are yy be on or before March 81, 
send addresses, and the particulars of 


to their names and their debts or claims, 
Mr J. W. Roberts, 18, Eldon st 


to 

8 M 8 . Lanrae—Oreliters are req steel, on ov Sates’ Tee 1, to 

“send the ape Seadecnen, ond the parbeulars of their debts and claims, to 

naenny a Finsbury House, Blomfield st. Chave & Chave, Broad st avenue, 
80 ors quid «tor 

Success Gop Mixes, Luatep—Creditors are required, on or before March 80. to send 

their names and addresses, Ce og pe te or claims, t > William John 

Wale ——— a New Broad st. Batchelor & Cousins, Brook Munse, 

rook, solors for liq: r ; 
Tessa WooLr RD, Limrrep—Petn for up, presented Feb 15, directed to be heard 
0 oe 


reach . the 

| THomas reve & Co, Luutep—By an order made by Wee J Jo dated na it was 
otdered Gad tho welanbeey wines up of the company be ips & Co, 
27, Nicholas lane, solors for 





Yatcoo Proprietary Goip wes, Lint Luurrne— Ge dit quired, on or before March 
30, to send their names and addresses, aad the partcalar culars of their debts or \ 
Frederick William Newton, 18, Walbrook. elor & Cousins, Brook House, 

brook, solors for liquidator 


County PauaTixe or LancastER. 
Lnorep uo ANORRY 
Ricuarp Steruensoy, Luatep—Peta for volun’ Bar. bradley, o£ by, 62, Dae Jan nS directed 

to be heard at 1 soem, a0 SSS 
solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach 
o’clock in the after-noon je 25 


Gazette—Turspay, Feb 21. 
JOINT Rt COMPANIES. 
MITED ('§ CBANOBRY 
ANGLO-WesTRALIAN AND GENeraL ExptoraTion Co, Liccrsp—Creditors are required. on 
or before April 22, to send their names dres-es, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims. to William Ernest T:eweek. House, Blomfield st 
Ba.morat Estates, ALcoa Bay, Liaurrep —Creditors are required. on or before Ap: il 30, to 
send their names and addresses, and the culars of their debts or claims, to 
Dexter, 54, Coleman st. Thorne & Welstord, 17. Gracechurch st, solors for liquidator 
Kixe’s Nortox aND NorTHrigtp Caromicie, Liurrep—Creditors.are uired, on or 
before March 13, to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their 
or claims, to Harold Clare Lewis and James Edward Rowley, 7. Waterloo st, 
Morcuison Unirep Gotp Mixgs, Lnatrep—Creditors are required. on or before April 22, 
to send their names and acdsee, and the partiesten of thet dole @ Site, © 
Willian Boncet Treweck, Finsbury Blomfield st 
New M. ayp P. CycLe Houpers axp Accessories Co, Luurep (mr Ligvipatiox) 
Crecitors are weap ty Oh ny Feb 27, to s-nd their names and addresses, 
with full par of their debts or aon, te to Fred 5 
PInYALLine bene y= Lunrep- 
ir names particulars 
Burch aud Gamble North, 31 and 32, King William st 
RIBBLESDALE pha Co, Luurrep—Creditore are 


their names of ir debts or claims, to Mr 
oma Richmond terr, Blackburn. Walmsley & Yates, Black- 
burn, solors to liquidator 

— before March 4, to send their names 
vs Co, a SA Paypal on or pom toe De 


Church st, Preston fk 
Westean CHaLitesar Gotp me Co, Luarsp—Creditors are required. on or before 
{rGocnge Gobdth bt 9. at baitared’s ot — - 7 
- — FRIENDLY SOCIETIES D LVED. 
ey Pioneer Assistance Socisty, George Inn, 8t Clement's, Ipswich, Suffolk. 
eb 14 


Wilts. Feb i4 
Srarrorrsnise Porreaizs Disrarct or THE Graxp_ U. o Oppre.iows JUVENILE 
Friexpiy Socrery, 16, Bucknall rd, Hanley, Feb 4 


Beveritr Society, Crown Inn, 


WARNING TO INTENDING 0 Hoven Ponca ssnns 4s AND ) Lasenns.— Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have Arrangemen' 
Examined, Tested. and Reported upon b: y an Rper from The Saultary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manage 65, Victoria 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt ot ful) particulars. “3 
years, Telegrams, “ Sanitation.’’—[Apvr.] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaxetie.—Faivay, Feb, 17, 


RECEIVING ORDERS. wana 
Asravam, Jony, Southam: 
Feb 14 Ord Fob 1a pton, Builder Southampton Pet 


ALLEN, Davo jody a 
gent High Court Pet Jan 17 MOM Feb Aa 


Pet Feb 


deans, am Bolton, Labourer Bolton Pet Feb 15 
ow ag ~ i Zeon Loney Coe reen, nr ag Wor- 


Bisuop, ho ge Samvet, Bristol, Compositor 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Dome, Samui, Wolverham 
Wolverhampton 


Fed l4 
ag ee = > oy ee 
| eS or — 
Dorresy, Janes, Gaieas, Hear Sheffield Pet Feb 18 
Manufacturer Witniam CHar.es, Jam Manufacturer 
13 ag ~~ Pet Feb 13 Oni Feb 13 
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Cotter, Witt, Hairdresser | Evans, Tuomas, Driver | Kaurmany, ae Ns re High Court 


Coalville, Leicester, 
Burton on ‘Trent Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 18 


Cerway, gg Wi 
Traveller Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
Coorzr, ALFRED My en Smethwick, Staff 
‘West Bromwich Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 
ue Se Bexhill, Grocer, Hastings Pet Jan 30 
4 


Deacon, StspHzen Percy Waestarre, Manchester, Com- 
—2 aon Manchester Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 13 
Worcester Pet 


ll Mord Feb 11 
P, Manchester, Solicitor Manchester 
Pet Feb 2 ond Feb'ip 
Warehouseman 


Eatox, Mavaicz, Brompton rd, Mantle 
High Court Court Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 3 
Exuiott, James CHARLES, Devon, Blacksmith 
i Pet co 11_ Ord Feb 11 
Ex.io1T, Devon, Baker Plymouth 
Por Fes 15 ct rd Fob 15 


Evans, ae Wrax D EL, Lilansamlet, Glam, Collier Neath 


Pet Feb 14 ‘ord Feb" 14 
SS verhampton, Butcher Wolverhampton 
Feb 11 Sea Feb 11 
Goprgry, Cuartes, Brixton, Actor Vocalist sg Court 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
Gorwoop, Wiit1am Rusen, Ellerton, nr Howden, 
_—— upon Hull Pet Feb 15 "Ord Feb 15 
Gorwyz, Ricnarp Francis, Birmingham Birmingham Pet 
14 Ord Feb 14 
Cre, Eee, Wellington, Salop, Baker Madeley 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb sl 
ome. Jouy, ee. Operative Burnley Pet 
Hanains, vor, SPamsotey Mon, Tailor Newport, Mon 


15 Ord Feb 15 
Cone. Penn, bt 7 pe Baker 
Pet Feb 13 


Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 1 
, Bristol Bristol 
Logp, ARTHUR yeh Leicester, Plumber Leicester Pet 
Feb13 Ord Feb 1 
McFag.axz, W, Wreh st, Strand High Court Pet Jan 
2 Ord Feb 14 


— Thoroton, Notts, Farmer Nottingham Pet 


Ord Feb 15 
May, Watren, Maidstone, Hoopmaker Maidstone Pet 


Feb 15 Mord Feb 15 
ag ter ~ Russet, Seaton, Devon Exeter Pet 
Feb11 Ord Feb 11 


Myerns, Jons Witt1am, Wakefield Wakefield Pet Feb 13 
Ord Feb 


13 
Norra, Wun, Stockb Sou pton, Licensed 
Victualler southam ceameten*tut Feb 1a Ord Feb 14 


Epwakp, 


Porro 11 


Nortos, Percy - cr boge «Fe Timperley, opengl Manu- 
% Febz Ord Feb 
Pex., Saucer, Halifax, Doubler Halifox Pet Feb 


aa Joux, Wigan, Publican Wigan Pet Feb 13 

Peexixs, Frepexicx Josx, Whitecha; Licensed Vic- 
tualler High Court Pet Jan14 Feb 16 

Pr Sueemasx Water, Finsbury, Licensed Vi 

Court Pet Feb i 14 Ord Feb 14 

Boszrts, ALetTH Epwazp, Cheltenham, Church Furnisher 
Cheltenham Pet Febi4 Ord Febi4 — : 

Scuoriztp & Gzirrix, Liv Druggists Liverpool 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 14 

Garenemnes a i Bolton, Shoemaker Bolton Pet 
Feb3 Ord F 

Siwpors, ALreep ~~ 4, East Morton, piecey, 
Yorks, Surveyor Bradford Pet Feb 13 “Ord Feb 18 

wea > tr Handsworth, Birmingham Pet Feb 14 

4 

Toxex, Waiter Cuan tes, Hulme, Manchester Confectioner 
Manchester Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

oa Hesey Hexrvert, St Anne’s on the Sea, Plumber 

Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

ae Georce Hexzy, creat Cornard, Suffolk, 
Banker's Clerk Colchester Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

Vate-Hapes, Joux Fervezick, Iffey, Uxford Oxford 
Pet Febi12a Ord Feb 12 

Wate. Jaurs Wasson, Malmesbury, Wilts, Miller 

Swindon Pet Febi5 Ord Feb i5 


Wiuass, Lieweitrs, Blaina, Mon, Engineer Tredegar 
Pet Febi5 Ord Feb 15 - 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

ALLzEs. oe Sy ux Taomsos, Anerley, i t 

Feb 27 r Bankruptcy Lg ee | Carey st —_ 

Bear, a Geaumae Giam, Iniand Hevenue nad 

Feb 2 ati2 Off Wanton 3), Alexandra 


1d, Sw 
a eakraptcy bi oodford, Contractor Feb 27 at 12 
biden, Carey ot 

Pore none shen Feb 24 at 2.30 Off 
Bextor, Bouaso, Kingston Tl, Surey Feb 24 at 11.30 
Camrvrit, Nozusx Mclv Mclean, Hgremont, Chester, Master 
Marine FYebvat iz Off 25, Victoria st, Liver- 
Jem Manufacturer 


st, 
in, Butcher Feb 24 at 


Wuisam Cuszrzs, 
2atv20 fl Hee, 72, 
o£; Sipser, Upper 


fave 
Cooxsos, Wiitan, Bicton, Shrew: Farmer 
March 14 at 2.20 Om Hot, ta Bt John’s Shrews- 


bury 
weer wi Lianwenog. Cardigans, Innkeeper 
ati2 Carmarthen ~~ 


Dicnissos, oe «Get - Sheffield, Gr Feb 
gepenicn WiLiiam, cer “a 
at2 Off Kee, F Bheflield 
Feevericn, Ni 
‘A at iw Hotel, N ot, Bi 
‘eb 2% at ll 


Mazcth 1 at 10.20 Off Ket, 18, Betiord circus Meme 


Treharris, Glam, 
March 1 at i2 135, High st, Merth 
Ewen, Epwarp wn Robert, Great 
— Feb 27 at 2.30 te 


bldgs, Carey 
Giiu, Witiiam Wuireey, Bradfo: ee, Painter Feb 24 at 11 
Off Ree, 81, Manor row, Drad 
Goopman, Joun, March, Cam! 
on 12 Td re raw ae Potarbor 

UGH, WiLtiam Henry, ucester, Newspaper Proprietor 

Feb 25at12 Off Rec, Station 

Maes, cada J, Houndsditch Feb 2aat11 Bankruptcy 


Hassa.t, Jonn, Buerton, Audlem, Farmer Feb 27 at 2.30 
Royal Hotel, Crewe 
Hoprxiys, Joun, om Licensed Victualler Feb 24 at 11 
oie tae Glam, Builder Feb 28 at 12, 
uGHES, THOMAS, er al 
135, h st, Merthoe ty 


dafil 
Kiexuam, Joun, and Co. Kriexuam, Ti 
pone lk - Feb 24 at 11 Off 
Loan Jon Tomy, Crewe, Grocer Feb 24 at 10.30 Royal 


Lixco.y, Gorese Dor.inc, Norwich, Chimney Sweep 
Feb 25 at 12 30 Off Rec, 8, st, Norwich 
McFaruayg, W, Wych st, Strand, Feq24at12 Bank- 


rup' 

— a 7, eteeepet, Dek Manu- 
acturer Fel ai Ree, Moseley 
Newcastle on Tyne . = 


Staffs, 
olver- 


May, Watrer, Maidstone, Hoopmaker March 1 at 11 
Off Ree, 9, st, Maidstone 
Moors, Wiiiuam USSELL, Seaton, | st ol March 1 at 
1045 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Mvrrox, Atrrep Wituiam, Wi » ee hag ed Feb 
24at2.30 Off Rec, 24, Railwa app, Lon n Bri 
Myers. Jonny Wit.1am, Wakefie) b 24 =} “tt Off Rec 
6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
PaLmes, Wituram Georcs, Mare st, Hackney Feb 27 at 2 30 
Bankru;) , Carey st 
Paytor, WILLIAM PULuan, Leeds, Grocer Feb 27 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Halifax, Cotton Doubler Feb 28 at 11 Off 
rs, Halifax 
PENDERGAST, JOHN, Scholes, ‘Wigan, Publican Feb 27 at 2 
Court house, King st, Wi 


igan 
runes Joun, and Witttam Joun Samurt Puipor, 


‘ishops Feb 27 at 11 
Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Pric So aigh a Me Prag ‘arm Bailiff Feb 27 at 12 
135, 
, and Passe f ALFRED GrorcE, 8t John’s Wood, 
ters’ Feb 24at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Rexros, Wittiam Merrrick, Gt Grimsby, Butcher’ 8 Mana- 
ger Feb24ati11 Off Rec,15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
SuvrrLesoTHam, Joseru, Bolton, Shoemaker Feb 27 at3 
16, Wood st, Bolton 


Sxrpper, Gerorce Satter, Wix, Essex, Farmer Feb 25 at 
11.30 Cups Hotel, Colchester ; 
Sorre1, Jonn ALExanper, Hammersmith, Livery stable 


Keeper Feb 24 at 2.30 eo wary Ag ye Bt 
Spry, Bazeu ptey bide Ont Islington, Actor Feb 27 at 11 


ptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Sreeve, Ropert, Marine Surveyor Feb 24 at 
1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


TATTERSALL, JAMES, memes Lanes Feb 28 at 11.15 
Townhall, 

Tonks, AsNIE, Reneem, Cheshire, Decorator Feb 24 at 
2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Tysox, Witiiam, on Tees, Brass Finisher March 
lat3 Off Ree, Albert rt rd, Middlesborough 

DICATIONS. 

A.mosp, Epwis, Bolton, Labourer Bolton Pet Feb 15 
Ord Feb 15 

— Samvet, Wolverbampton, Tra: Femail 

Wolverhampton Pet Feb13 Ord Fe 

Bort, Wittiam, Walsall, Fruiterer Waleall Pet Feb 14 
Ord Feb 14 

Beyast, Psirie Warp, Handswo: vy Coachbuilder 
Birmin; Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 

——— on Sheffield, Fruiterer Sheffield Pet Feb 13 

‘eb 13 

Cotuier, Wiriram, Coalville, Leicester, 
Burton on Trent Pet Feb 13 Od Feb 13 

Cosway, ALzert Epwarp, Wandsworth, 
Traveller Wandsworth Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

Cooxsow, Wiiiiam, Bicton, Shrewsbury, Farmer Shrews- 
bury Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 13 

Coorrer, ALrkED Freperick, Smethwick, Stafford, Grocer 

Bromwich Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

Dovey, Witi1am CuarLes, Worcester Worcester Ord Feb 
11 Ord Febil 

Exuiort, James Cuarvzs, Starcross, Devons, Blacksmith 
Exeter Pet Febil Ord Feb 11 


Ex.iorr, Many Axx, Brixton, Devon, Baker Plymouth 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 15 
B, Cannock, Staffs, Grocer ‘Walsall Pet 


Evass, Witiiam Danie, tanga, G Collier Neath 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb _ 


Ewes, ALAN , Great Winchester 
a tant High Court Pet Jan 10 
e 


Fox, Wii1tam, Wolverhampton, Butcher Wolverham; 
“pet Feb 1’ Ord Feb 18 es 


Goprrey, Cuances, Brixton, Actor Vocalist High Court 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
Gorwoop, Wititam Ropex, Ellerton, nr Howden, Grocer 
gston wu Hull Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
re Oe 2B urnley, Cotton Operative Burnley Pet 


Ord Feb 16 
Haxgixs Mon, Tailor Newport, Mon 


Huon, Abercarn, 

Pet Feb 15 ‘Ord Feb 16 
Havvex, Wittiam, Walthamstow HighCourt Pet Jan 9 
Ord Feb 14 


Epwasp 





Haves, Jous, Upper nr Wolverhampton, Baker 
Wolverhampton Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 15 
Jacuses, Reseat, Maramy High Court Pet Feb9 Ord 


Pet Jan 


KEppELL, AMBROSE Copan: Byes S50 Mer- 
chant’s Manager Cardiff 


Ord Feb'15 
Bristol Bristol Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 18 


Kent, ALFRED, 
blic house 


Larae, tone Trrtensor, Islington, 
High Court Pet Jen} 13 Ord Feb 18 
-— 5 Joun, Crewe, Grocer Nantwich Pet Feb6 Ord 


Lorp, Arruur Davin, Leicester, Plumber Leicester Pet 
Feb 18 Ord Feb 138 

Marsu. Joun, Thoroton, Notts Nottingham Pet Feb 15 
Ord Feb 15 


May, Watrer, Maidstone, Hoopmaker Maidstone Pet 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Mercatre, Josep Smitu, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet Dec 
22 Ord Feb 


8 
Moorz, Witiiam ae Seaton, Devon Exeter Pet 
M eed gy Ro Bepherten, Build Bir. 
OORHOUSE, SIDNEY BERT, er - 
ham Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 1 
a or agt ieee Wakefield Wakefield Pet Feb 13 
Fe 
Norra, be reg Stockbridge, Southampt Li 
Victuall Southampton Pet Feb 14 adi Feb 14 
PEEL, 1, Ban me — Cotton Doubler Halifax Pet Feb 
eb 14 
Seaman Joun, Scholes, Wigan, Publican Wigan 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Prez, SHeniwan Water, Finsbury, Licensed Victualler 
High Court ad Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
Roserts, ALETH Epwakrp, Cheltenham, Church Furnisher 
Cheltenham Pet Feb i4 Ord Feb 14 
Sippons, ALrrep Josuua, East Morton, Bingley, Surveyor 
Bradford Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 


Sweetine, Jounn Tuomas CuTHBERTSON, Eeatmed, York, 
Traveller Waketield Pet Jan26 Ord Feb 

Tonce, WaLTER CHARLES, Hulme, ee Deatstiente 
Manchester Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 1 

Tonks, Henay Herserr, St Anne’s on ‘the Sea, Plumber 


m Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 
TREVOR, a Dupuis, Strand, mn Entertainer High 
Court Pet Dec 20 Ord Feb 1 
ye ood Henry, + Cornard, Suffolk, 


euneneen 
Banker’s Clerk Colchester Pert Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Toun.ey, ey New Swindon, Wilts, Painter 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb15 

Turevr, Emi Grorce, Red Lion ct, Fleet st High Court 

d Pet Nov 30 Ord Feb 15 

Vave-Hapey, Joun Frepesics, Iffley, Oxford Oxford Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 ; 

Waate, James Witu1am, Malmesbury, Miller Swindon 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Witiiams, LLEWE.tyn, Blaina, Mon, Engineer Tredegar 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Wison, James Ricsy, Birmingham Birmingham Pet 


Jan31 Ord Feb 13 
London Gasette.— wameesx, Feb. 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Arxrysoy, Tomas, Alnmouth ~~ Builder 
Newcastle on Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Butmes, ALFRED, ord, Yarn Agent Bradford Pet 
Feb16 Ord Feb 16 

CLARKE, THomas, ew In, Surveyor High Court Pet 
Oct 11 Ord Jan 24 

Dyson, Witiiam, Stalybridge. Seaton, Tailor Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Feb 17 e Ord Feb 1 

Feira, Wi.1iam, Leicester, Fish Dealer Leicester Pet 
Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

GarpyvEr, Water Tomas, pee, Fish Buyer Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 16 

Gavusy, Georce, Bridlington, Tobacconist Scarborough 


Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Hewitt, ALFrep, ston upon Joiner Kingston 
16 Ord Feb 
all Marine Insurance 


upon Hull Pet Fe 
Jacos, Tuomas Jonny, blage 
Broker h Court Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Kyicutizy, Jouy, South st, Manchester sq, Tea Dealer 
Court Pet Feb 18 ‘Ord Feb 18 
OBERT Henry, Ragineee Cheltenham 
Feb 16 Ord Feb 1 
Mitiwarecs, Sipyey ee. Harrogate, York York 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Mixes, Sipney Louis, Littlehampton Brighton Pet Feb 
8 Ord Feb 16 


Newe.t, Wii.1am, Wednesbury, Staffs, Carpenter Walsall 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
Oates, foe Sa, Clapham High Court Pet Feb 
17 ‘Ord Fe 
Piowricut, James, Market Deeping, Lines, Stonemason 
Peter! Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
PonrTINnG, Bongo New Swindon, Wilts, Fruiterer Swindon 
et Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Reyyotps, Wittiam Jonny Simmons, Peeye, Cornwall, 
lacksmith ‘Truro Pet Feb17 Ord Fe 
heshire Ashton . a Lyne 


Cattle Dealer Great 


Lave, 
P 


Benes Joszrn, Romiley, 
et Feb 7 Ord Feb 18 
Pa... Wituiam, 
Grimsby Pet Feb 16 
Sire, Herpeet, Stratford, 
Court Pet Dec 31 


Ord Feb 16 
Surrn, Joszern, Oldham, Mule Overlooker Oldham Pet 
Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Srzaxman, Witiiam James, thampton, Butcher 


J Masy FH Orb Fe a ume 

Sracey, Jouyn WYER, 

Windsor Pet Feb 17 gra Feb It 

Tuyyxye, Cuances, Salhouse, Norfolk, Builder Norwich 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Waire, Faepenicx, Evwanp Peoxerr Davis, and Louisa 
Cuantorts Marson, Cheltenh am Coffee D 
Cheltenham Pet Jan 91 Ora Feb 16 

Waeatizy, Emity Maun, Sestienhom, Music Seller 

Cheltenham Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 1 

Wueeen, Cones JAMES, Wiblecen, Dantes Kingston, 
Burrey Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Wageeaean, | Wurian, Hanley, Staffs, Engineer Hanley 

ret 





Wirts, Hewny Tuomas, Smethw Stafford, ;Brickla 
| West Bromwich Pet ¥eb 16 w Ord Feb 10" x 
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Wrenn, Horace Encar, Alton, Hants, Fancy Bazaar 
Manager Wiaochester 


Pet Febié Ord Feb 1 16° 
Amended notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 17 : 
Norton, Percy Hreywoop, Didsbury, Lancs “Manchester 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 15 
Toner, WaLTeR Cuar.es, Manchester, Retail Confectioner 
Manchester Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Asrauam, Joun, ‘Old Portswood, ‘ Southampton, ' Builder 
March 8 at 3.10 Off Rec, 172, High st, jpton 
—, ae Bolton, Labourer March 1 ‘at 10:30 
. 16, Wi ve ood st, — sees 
IsHOP, WILLIAM 1, = ~~ neem 

Off ff Rec, —— 


Boppis, SamveE., eo Trap ‘Manufacturer 
March 2 at 11.80 On R 

cnets, Epwaknp, <n 2at9 Of 

ec, 73, Castle st, ———— 

Cu. Finny Grorce Epwarp, “Pontypridd, Glam, Baker 
March 3-at'3 185, High st, Merthyr‘Ty 

Cuarke, THomas, Chancery in, Surveyor Feb 28 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Davis, —— Bexhill, Grocer Feb 28 at 2 Young & 
Son, Ban k bidgs, Hastings 

Dovst, ALFRED, jun, and vn Dovst, Great Grimsby, 
Painters Feb 28at11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Great 
Grimsby 

Epwanps, Josrrux Ex.is, Swinton, Lanes, ‘Licensed Vie- 
tualler March 1 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Epwarps, Wit.iam, Carnarvon, - er March 2 at 
2 Magistrates’ R 


1 oom, Bango: 

Exuiort, Mary Any, Brixton, eww, Baker March 1 at 
11 6, Athenseum ter, Plymouth 

Emery, pa B, Cannock, Batts, Grocer “March 1 at 11 
Ott Rec, Walsall 

Fox, Wi1t1am, Wolverhampton, Butcher “March 2 at 11 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Frost, Joun, Beocles, Lanes, te Merchant March 1 at3 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Mancheste 

Groper, Lewis SoLoMoy, iesie, Tailor March 1 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row 8 

Goprrey, Cuares, Brixton, Actor Vocalist Feb 28 at 12 

ptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Goocn, Rosert, Southend on Sea, Builder March 2 at 12 
Room itey bldgs, Carey st 

Gorwoop, Witt1am Kusey, Elierton, nr Howden, York, 
Grocer Feb 28at11 Off Rec, Trini House In, Hull 

Grexn, Jonatuan, Southport, Draper rch lati2 Off 

, Victoria st, Liverpool 
ee Samui - Wellington, Salop, Baker March 1 at 
2.80 Office, Madeley 

vt. ia ke Percy, Dalton, Huddersfield March 2 
atil Off Rec, 19,John William st, Huddersfield 

Hvuvsrits, Tomas, Sunderland, Beerhouse Keeper Feb 
28at 3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Jacop, Tuomas Joun, Leadenhall bidgs, Marine Jusurance 
Broker Feb 28 at 2.30 Bankru Carey st 

Kent, ALFRED, Bristol March 1 at 12.80 , Baldwin 
st, Bristol 

Kretiey, Gzorcz Coates, Newcastle on Com- 
mercial ‘Traveller Match 1"at 11.90" OF Bex Bu, 
Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Kyientisy, Jonx, Manchester sq, Tea Dealer March 1 at 


12 Ban itcy Carey st 
Lop, Artuus Davin, Leicester, -<puenad Feb 28 at 12.30. 
Berridge st, 


> 
Muu WATERS, Sipnzy 


ay Yorks 
March 2at 12.15 Off — ork 
Mityes, Joun SuRTEEs, Plymouth feb 28 at 11 6, 
Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 
Norrs, Wiu1am, Stockbridge, Southampton, Licensed 
Victualler March 3 at 3.45 Off Rec, 172, High st, 


Southampton 

Oates, Austin Georcr, Clapham Feb 23 at 11 ‘Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Pay, Francis, Chelsea Feb 28 at230 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
"Care st 


Perimoren, Rwy Huddersfield, Beerhouse Keeper 
| latl1l Off Rec, 19, John William st, Hudders- 


Per — Parser, and Tomas Samur. Peters, Horsham, 
— ders March 1 at 2.30 Off Reo, 24, Rail- 
way app, London Bridge 

Pacesaee." HILIP, Britonferry, Glam, Labourer March 1 

at'l2 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra 1d, Swansea 

Powzr, J F, Green st, Grosvenor sq March 1 at 11 

2 Bankrupt ey st 

KYNOLDS, 1LLiaM Joun Simmons, Penryn, => 

Biacksmith March 1 at 12 Off Reo, Boscawen 


Tiuro 

Ricnuarpson, Ricuarp, Burnley, Grocer, Feb 28 at 12.30 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Sippons, ALFRED Josuva, East Morton, nr Bingley, Yorks 


Natu sone 
» 28, 













Barveyee Feb 28 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 
Surrn, Hensert, Stratford, Bass Dresser March 1 at 12 
Bankru bidgs, Carey st 


Brow, Brower A BERT, Neath, Glam, Merchant Feb 28 at 
12.80 Off Reo, 31, “Alexandra rd , Swansea 

Bourne, a Wit <i b merge fh Fellmonger March 1 at 12 
Off Reo, win st, Bristo 

Bracey, Q@xoRGx, Roath, aeraif, Haulier Feb28at3 2, 


Queen at, Cardiff 
Toxos, Water COnartes, Manchester, Confectioner 
B st, Manchester 


March 1 at 2.30 Off yrom 
Tonks, oe Henpent, St Anne's on Sea, Plumber Feb 
28 at 12 Off Reo, 14, Chapel at, Preston 
aoe KY, Weasam, New Swindon, Wilts, Painter March 2 
at li ff Reo, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon 
Wiixison, s Wisenane Scarborough, Jeweller March 1at3 
Station Hotel, York 
Witson, Jauus Riapy, Btemiaghem March Qatl1 174, 
Corporatiun 


Wrenn, Horace at, Alton, Hants, Fancy Bazaar 
March 3 











Gus Wituam Waitetey, Painter Feb #4 at 11 
Off Rec, 31, Manor Ser ato 
As: J Old ‘Portswood, Southampton, Builder 
RAHAM, JOHN, 
Pet¥Feb 14 Ord Feb 18 
ARMSTRONG, 
Slater 


ATRICK Peter, Old ‘Trafford, nr‘ Manchester, 

- ee a Ord Feb 18 me 
cimer, Atrrep, Bradford, Yarn Agent Bradford. 
Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 


pat CHARLES JS Moss Side, , Boli- 
citor Man Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 18 
eaten’ under Lyne 


Dyson, WitttaM, Tailor 

Pet Feb it Onl Feb 18°” 

Tag, te, — Fish Dealer Leicester Pet 
7 


Ord Feb 17 
Gruirritus, Saucer, Wellington, Salop, Baker Madeley 
Pet Feb 15 Ord-Feb 17 
Grusy, Gore, Tobacconist Scarborough 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb is 


Hewitt, Atrerp, Ki 


upon Hull, Joiner Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Feb 16 OnE Feb 4 
Josenu, James, 
Pet Jan 


Farmer Newtown 

L Cc 7 ey anand t st, Po » Boarding: 

AUDET, AMILLE, ree > 
house K: : Court "Pet Dee 14 ‘Grd Feb 15 


‘peeer 
Mitiwarers, Sionzsy Natruanter, Horrogate, Yorks York 
Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 ne 
Feb15 Ord Feb 15 
Nortos, Percy Heyrwoop, Didsbury, Lanes Manchester 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 18 
Puaiport, and Wititiam Jouyw Saxvet Parrot, 
Bish: Itchi , Warwicks, Farmers Warwick 
Pontixe, Joux, New Swindon, Wilts Fruiterer Swindon 
Pet Feb 16° Ord Feb 16 
Penryn, Cornwall, 
ksmith Truro Pet Feb 17 nd Feb 1 17 
RoseEets, CoaRLes WILttam, Brompton rd, 
Snvesemnownen cee Bolton, Shoemaker Bolton Pet 
‘eb 
Goxhill, Lincs, Cattle Dealer Great 
rimsby Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Surra, — — Mule Overlooker Oldham Pet 
Sracey, ao en ~~ Holyport, nr 
Windsor Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 
Tuywnxe, Cuanues, Salhouse, Norfolk, Builder Norwich 
Pet Feb18 Ord Feb outh, 
mouth Pet Feb3 Ord 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Wuirtt, Everanrp, Earl’s 
Wickuam, Evwarv Provis, Jermyn st High Court Pet 
Dec2 Ord Feb 16 
est Bromwich Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb16 
Wreyy, Horace Ercan, Alton, 
Manager Winchester 


Newet., Witt1am, Wednesbury, Carpenter Walsall Pet 
Oates, Austin Georcr, Clapham High Court Pet Feb 17 
Ord Feb 17 
Ops 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb1S 
Reyyoitps, Wittiam Jony Simons, 
Stationer High 
Corrt Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 17 
Simons, Witiram, 
G 
Feb Ord Fe' 
eaae, Farmer 
West.ake, Henry Besner, Botened 
13 
Wuaeattey, Euity Mavp, Cheltenham, Music Seller Chel- 
Court, Architect High Court Pet 
Nov 21 Ord Feb 16 
wis Hesry Tuomas, Smethwick, Staffs, Bricklayer 
Hants, Fancy 
Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 
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WEW SERIES OF 


posrestss « of i JUDGES, i in Robes—viz., 
and Wise a alfiem Same Rae 


Prise Gan od. ;. pee post Od. extra, 
ee KELLY LAWB00K CO ‘COMPANY, LT?., 
Dealers in all’ Descriptions of Law Books. ’ 
LINCOLN’S-INN-GATE, CAREY-ST., LONDON, ‘W.C’ 


ge H. GROGAN & GO., 101, Park- 





Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 


M 8888. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
6, IRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, £.C., 
308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W., and 
117, WESTEEN ROAD, BRIGHTON. (Established 1773,) 


JOHN GERMAN, ‘SON, & BEVEN, 
LAND AGENTS, SURVEYORS 4 AUCTIONEERS 
69 and 60, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
Country Offices : 

Cuartiey, Stavrorpsaraz, 
Wiixsiey. 
Kixesrox, 
Telegraphic Address, “ Cogitate, London.” 
AUCTION SALES. 
MeESSBS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 
take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and include 














BRISTOL and WESTERN COUNTIES. 
SALES and VALUATIONS of LANDED, RESIDEN-~ 
TIAL, and BUSINESS PROPERTY, SHARES, 

REV ERSIONS, 





GOOD HEALTH WITHOUT DRUGS. 
5.—A QUESTION OF DAILY WORK. 


gre aged ng, enna people who have to work 
to boesles —— air, and who 


ys Seocneeenay 
tlinent of food and drink to maintain a restore the daily 


aliment of food and drink tomaintain asd restore the Sally 
brain or hands. 


The natural uence of the fundamental 
try of eats oll polos “5 Saison fos 
and firmness in a sinking 


the and a lassitude anda 
weariness whieh unite the ielieieal to do tts or her daily 
1 Se 
The replenishing of the system from the wasting of tissues 


which is tiation ffs 
the —_——, 

It cannot be done with medicine. on, Deupren, be 

oe, flesh-f : table, and 

Cron Dr. Tibbles is such a 

Food: g, asitd we A ED 

‘chery a= ee tains 4 


bles’ Vi-Cocoa is not 
do, and 


be obtained from all Chemists, 
Greems, and Gielen, or tem Gh, Oh, eal Ge, DEEL GTT, 
London, B.C. 





Just published, price 


THE LAW RELATING TO 
COMPANY PROMOTERS. 


. NEMBHARD HIBBERT, BL.D. (Lond.), 
ASSISTRD BY 


FRANK W. RAFFETY, 
Both of the Middle Temple, Barristers-at-Law, 





venenatis SQUARE, PETERBOROUGH. 


xchange, Kafranchissnent, Bs Beate Duty, Toma 


; Metutes Managed and Rests’ Dolleetel. 





KNIGHT, FRANK, & RUTLEY, 
FOR SALES AND VALUATIONS. 


THE CONDUIT ‘ST. AUCTION GALLERIES, 


Betweex RecEext-sraser axp Boxp-srarer. 












VALUATIONS for ESTATE DUTY & DILAPIDATIONS 











8.16 Of 173, 
ae Reo, 172, High at, 





London : EFFINGHAM WILSON, Royal Exchange, E.C. 





9 & 10, CONDUIT ST. & a8., MADDOX SD. W, 
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SALES BY. AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1899. PICCADILLY-MANSIONS, PICCADILLY-CIRCUS. MINCING LANE. 
MESSRS. imposing of modern in | Freehold Business Premises, with forming 
TEW! ARMER, & “ee nd of London, at the of Shaftesbury. on ptm | to any merchant eal Sock hte nd 
en a nS ury-avenue = — 
dD peut oer F , and Piccadilly-circus, ame Monico ed West self-contained offices for 
having 2 commanding fon of about 107ft. 9in. M SRS. ELLIS & SON. are roc" to 
bag to ennounes thes that their SALES of ESTATES, Invest. | covering s ground area t 3,690 square feet. The SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, on THURS- 
See ail een tae, Vaca Srvuriets wero eredtol about tom yeare ago im the most DAY, MaRC 2.at TWO o'clock precisa the FREE- 
Promises, Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Re- ae Sey ne 8 or ind, ome | HOLD PREMISES, forming part of S i, $8, Mincing-lane, 
held at the AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near | hydraulic passenger lift. ‘They comprise ground floor, arranged as ge ® « ae Bo rooms, panty €, 2 


the Bank of England, in the City of London, as follows: - 


, February 28. Tuesday, June 20, 
» March 7. Fee : ~ 27. 
March 14 ay, y 4. 

March 21 Tuesday, July 11. 


Tuesday, July 18. 

fee ara 
ay, 

Tuesday, August 15. 








Tuesday, October 10. 

, May 9 Tuesday, October 24. 
May 16. Tuesday, October 31. 
May 30. Tuesday, November 14. 
June 6. | Tuesday, November 21. 


Tuesday, June 13. Tuesday, December 5. 


arrangement, Auctions ot also be held e other 
aunt, in town or country. . Debenham, Tewson, 
Barmer, & Bridgewater AE now = Sales and Valuations 
or Probate and other purposes of Furniture, Pictures, 
Farming Stock, ber, &c, 


eae ag A ag py 
ces, Shops, ani ess 
mises to be Let or Sold itradniseieness blished on 
the ist of each ———. — or a = 
7 Tewson, Farmer, \dgewater, Estate Agen’ 
and Valuers, 50, Ohespside, ‘London, E.C. 
No. 503, Bank. 








HACKNEY MARSHES. 


ben ame BY a Bt 

e position for e, close e e 

area of land acquired by the London County Council as a 

recreation ground, and only about a mile from Stratford 

. and Leyton Stations on the Great Eastern Railway. 
With possession.—Messrs. 


EBENHAM, TEWSON, 
BRIDGEWATER 


will SELL, at the MART, bd TODAY, MAR‘H 14, 
TWO, in Four Lots, i ieperten t FREEHOLD 
LICENSED PUBLIC. OUSE, with cottage 
and ailing adjoining, known as “The White Hart,” 
Temple Mills, together with the tolls arising from 
a Mills Tollgate, about six acres of free- 
014 allotment, meadow, and garden land. some of which 
is suitable for building or for an athletic and sports ground. 
The property is any a ane wellers 
in the East-end of London, ns owing to the ever-in 
traffic and the absence of an competing house in the near 
hood, the “ White Hart” is now a very lucrative 


ey is let on lease at 

at y Day, 1899, when 

possession can be had, It is, however, underlet at a rental 

of £624 per annum, 

of Messrs. Rivington & Son, Solicitors. 
- buildings; and of the Auctioneers, 80, 


FARMER, & 


Particulars 
1, Fenchurch - 
Cheapside. 





BOROUGH HIGH STREET 


(on the best side, between Southwark-street and St. George’s 
- Church). “3 Freehold Properties, comprising 
peeigens ene with spacious well-lighted show- 
ouses, ond other trade Premises, occupying 

catemmive oo areas, with capital frontages to the 
main thoroughfare. Let on lease at rents amounting to 


£1,025 per annum, for a term at Christmrs next, 
e portion of the Prope will be available 
for re-) in its present  Saneeg 4 or a fine site will be 
afforded for the erection of modern business premises 
_ suitable to the position.—Messrs. 
EBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATER 


‘will SELL, at the MART, on TUESDAY, MARCH 21, 
at TWO. in Three Lots, the following valuable FREE- 
HOLD PROPERTIES :~- 


Lot 1.—Nos. on 165, and 167, Borough High-street. 

Business Premises, now in the pm of the 

Albion-house Clo Company, covering an area of about 
ae square feet, wi mmanding 


Aa fine co’ 

fet (beading he por ios horas ah 9 3 

“Co! 0. 168 having @ long fron‘ on 

the north side of Mermaid. and Nos. f6s and "era 

return frontage on the south side of the court. Let on 

Lease ‘with Lots 2 and 3 until Christmas next, when pos- 
_ ®ession may be had. 

Lot Fal Sy substantial Brick-built Wareho situate 

16h, Borough High-stret, aren abot rear of Nos. 165 

h-street, area about 2,150 square feet, 

til Christmas 


Gh fet Paper Cimpany until Chrtae next 
for 7, 14, or 21 years, at a rent of £200 per annum, 


ye oe ee o* aoe ile ot 
Mermaid-court, an e rear of No. 1 it ent Chr = 
See, ee Gee Sie Sree Se as ne 
Messrs. W. acca 
Palmer, a panel 


mas next to 
Particulars of Messrs. 
selon | Bota, ES. 5 5 and of the Auctioneers, 


basement, and four w: ey On the ground level are 
eight capital shops, 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, and 15, 
ean eee ag with mezzanine 


floors over and 
beneath 


In = rear of gg 7 and 9 
are two large tea There a@ separate 
entrance (No. 17, th. By to the upper 
with | entrance-hall, porter’s lift-room, and 
third, and fourth floors are 
divided into numerous convenient suites of roomy, well- 
lighted offices, besides housekeeper’s accommodation, 
lavatories, &c. The gross rentals of the shops (which 
are all let on repairing leases) and offices together, 
including the estimated value of a few offices now in 
hand, amount to upwards of £3,800 per annum, Some 
of the shops are let at i rentals, and the gross 
tire premises at the present time 
is ——— estimated at about £4,000 annum. The 
Fn ney eld direct from the freeholders for a term 
ving 69 7 years unexpired at Christmas last, at a moderate 
ground-rent.—Messrs. 


EBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
mtg oe gen 


will SELL the above described 


rtant PRO- 
ee at the MART, on TURSDAY. 


ARCH 21, at 


ah ho ulars of Messrs. Wilde, Moore, Wigston, 
Solicitors, 21, College-hill, E.C.; and of the ae 
80, Cheapside. 





THE NEW maven. 
Unique Investment 
Adventurers’ Freehold Share in its Entirety, 
Qualifying for a Seat at the Board. 
Yiel this year an income of £2,850. 
Last year’s revenue £583,595, annually increasing. 
Double in Twenty-five i 
Early Reversion to large Lon Estates. 
ESSRS. EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD 
will SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, London, 
on WEDNESDAY, MARCH 15, at TWO o’cleck, the 
above FREEHOLD "ESTA TE. 
Particulars of Messrs. ROOPER & WHATELY, BSolici- 


tors, 17,.Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C.; and at the Auctioneers’ 
Office, 99, Gresham-street, Bank, E.C. 





STANMORE, MIDDLESEX, 
Freehold Lg ae till recently the country home of Lord 


bury, mprising a charmingly picturesque old- 
fashioned ne gabled reswence, clothed a creepers and 
own as Wi with delight- 


Peaared grounds, walled garden and orchards, ex- 
tending to a total area of a. 2r. 37p. The residence con- 
square panelled hall, two reception and ten 
mang billiard-toom. &c. It is onlya few minutes 
from Stanmore Station, L. and N.-W. Ry., has a front- 
age of 700ft. to Stanmo: it outwemely 
valuable for ultimate bi purposes. ith posses 
sion. Also Two Shops, Two my Born and the Cottage 
Residence known as Loscombe Lodge, producing a rental 
of £100 a year, and other small property.—Messrs. 


UMBEET & FLINT will SELL the above 
rtant FREEHOLD PROPERTY at the 
MASONIC FA Wettort, on TUESDAY, MARCH 7 


y- 
Particulars may be o of Messrs. Coulthurst & 


Van Somner, Solicitors, 13, New-inn, » Saaaee W.C.; and 
of Messrs. Humbert & Flint, Land its and Aucti: ioneers, 
Watford, Herts, and 11, Ser! p-eteeeh, ia In’s-inn, W.C. 





f the Directors of the 
rane. 


£5,676 of Four Stock. 
R. street RICHARDS will SELL 
the above by AUCTION, at the MART, E.C., on 


TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 28, at TWO o'clock, in Lots. 
Particulars of the Auctioneer, 18, Finsbury-circus, E.C. 





ated STIMSON & SONS, 
and Valuers, 


Aten, Hen House, po Estate Agents, 
8, MOORGATE STREET, BANK, E.C., 
AND 
KENT ROAD, 8.E. 
(Opposite the Elephant and Onatie,. 
UCTION SALES are held at the Mart, 


Tokenhi nearly every Thursda 
and on other days pape Mon Ba ceaaion = 


STIMSON & SONS undertake BALES and LETTINGS 
be OETRATE ecard Merny ve , Negotiation 


Mortgages, Recei Chancery, erences and 
Cae bran ustment f Compensation and oth 
Claims, Sales of Furnitureand Stock, Collection 
of Rents, &c 

Fg da 


of Property, Ground Rents for I ng Sg 
uses, Premises, &., to be Let, are issued on. the 1st of 





ge month ; and can be had ——, « or 
free by * for two stamps. charge 
Telegraphic address, ‘‘ Seryabo, London. 





office omupring unusually fine north light in Paquet 


possession will be given ge ee ip LL uarchase. 
iculars, plan and co: ons of sale, 
of Messrs. Nicol, Son, & Jones, Solicitors, 39, 
E.C.; at the Mart; and of Messrs. Ellis & 
fon Auctioneers and Surveyors, No. 4, Fenchurch-street, 


may be 
Lime- 





WHITECHAPEL, 


Between the London Docks, Whitechapel High-street, and 
Co East.—Freehold inn ae (8 forming an 

site of war 8,100 square feet. 
ON are directed to 
AUCTION, at the MART, on THURS- 
TWO o’clock precisely, the FREE- 
of a commodious and 


ibstantial, old-fashioned, “double fronted house, ‘stents 
No. 80, Leman-street, an a and wide thoroughfare 
between the London Docke and the junction of Whitechapel 
High-street with Commercial-road They have a front- 
age of = with an entrance and additional La 5 bern at the 
back to enter-street East, and are situate in a neighbour- 
hood oan ie in considerable request for the great wool, tea, 
and provision warehouses, and wo' yuld form an excellent build- 
ing site, or the house could be advantageously relet, and the 
yard, with a ag to Tenter-street East, utilized for 

any new buildi ey are now let at a rent of £100 to 
Messrs. Oliver & Hudson, Architects, on an old lease, ex- 
_ * i er next, when vacant possession will be 
r) 


Printed particulars, with conditions of sale, may be had 
of Messrs. Be D. Ashby & Compton, Solicitors, 11, Queen 
Victoria-street, E.C.; at the Mart; and of Messrs. Ellis & 
Son, Auctioneers and Surveyors, 45, Fenchurch-street, E.C. 





BAYSWATER. 


Leasehold Relinie, ee adapted for a boarding er 
lodging house. Held for an unexpired term of 47] years 
from Tady Day, at a low ground-rent. 

ESSRS. ELLIS & SON are directed to 
SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, on MARCH 

2, at TWO o'clock precisely, a good TERRACE 

RESIDENCE, No. 78, Ledbury-road, Bayswater, con- 

situate between Notting-hill Gate and West- 

k Railway Stations. Con’ six good bed- 

— came, Ghoee sitting-rooms, good domestic offices, and smal! 

walled garden. It is now in the occupation of Miss Smith, 

but possession will be given on completion of the purchase, 

and is held oro Sas 2 eae from Christmas, 1847, 

at a ground-rent of £8 8s. e drainage of the house 


yes 


has onl: #, been entirely remodelled, at a very large 
cost, the supervision of the V 

Printed | iculars and conditions of sale may be had of 
Messrs. my | Coward, & Hawksley, Solicitors, 
No. 380, -lane; at the Mart; or, with orders to view, 


of 4 Wd Ellis & Son, yt and Surveyors, 45, Fen- 
church-street, E.C. 





Sale Days for the Year 1899,—Messrs, 


AREBROTHER, ELLIS, EGERTON, 
BREACH, GALSWORTHY, & Co. beg to ann 


that the followin 3 ¢ have been fixed for Cheir SALES 
at the AUCTIO. RT, Tokevhouse-yard, E.C., during 
the year 1899:— 


Thursday, March 9. Thursday, July 20. 
March 23. Thursday, July 27. 
Thursday, August 3, 





Thursday, July 6. 
Thursday, July 13. 

No. 29, Fleet-street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad 
street, E.C. 





A. & i THARP, Auctioneers, Sur 

e veyors, and Pe Agents, 9, Norton Fo 

isho te-street, E., and Leytonstone, Essex. Telephone 
No. 17@ (Avenue). 

PERIODICAL SALES of FREEHOLD and LEASE- 
HOLD PROPERTIES, STOCKS, SHARES, and DEBEN- 
— held at the MART. RENTS collected and 

in all parts of London and Suburbs, 
Eanes terms on receivipg instructions. 


MORTGAGES 
ON MANSIONS AND FLAT 
Tange Sime awaiting pines, site on Freehold and 
Properties, Large Estates or Farms. Good 
Freehold Ground-rents hp med yg F-#-~ placed in 
direct communication with clien 


GIBSON’S AUCTION po ESTATE OFFICE, 


22, a, Sr. Jauzs’, Loxvox, 8.W. (Telephone 
eee Henrrorpsuine Orriczs, 8t, ALBANS 
(Telephone No. 4) ; and Hanrznpzn. 











